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Conceptualizing Workaholism Within an Adapted Behavioral Addiction Framework
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University of Connecticut, 2018
The meaning of the term “workaholism” has evolved in the last 47 years from working long
hours to having an uncontrollable compulsion to work. More recent literature argues that
workaholism as a construct should be considered an addiction and attempts have been made to
measure it as such. Although the current measurement of workaholism as an addiction shows a
faithful adherence to the components of addiction, it is still missing a key component of
behavioral addictions: impulsivity. The present study examined workaholism in an adapted
behavioral addiction framework that includes impulsive behavioral traits and external pressures
to engage in overwork. Pilot studies were conducted to (a) develop measures used in the primary
study and (b) identify the internal and external motivations behind overwork behaviors. The
primary study used a longitudinal design to gather quantitative data to test the hypotheses at
three separate time points via Amazon’s Mechanical Turk. There were 1,000 participants
recruited at Time 1, 560 of those individuals completed Time 2, and 397 individuals completed
all three surveys. Compulsive working behaviors predicted overwork over time after accounting
for external pressures to engage in overwork. Linear growth curve modeling revealed that
individuals classified as workaholics started with more working hours but had a significant
decline in the number of working hours over time. When impulsivity was added as a predictor,
the results showed that individuals with impulsive behavioral traits who were also classified as
workaholics started with fewer hours worked, but hours worked for those individuals
significantly increased over time. The interaction of compulsive working behaviors and
impulsivity was found to predict positive and negative outcomes including burnout, family
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disengagement, job performance, extrinsic rewards, social rewards, and intrinsic rewards.
Although there were mixed findings for the hypotheses and overwork did not contribute to the
model in the expected way, this project shows the importance of including impulsivity in the
model of workaholism in an adapted behavioral addiction framework. External pressures
similarly did not play an integral role in the model, yet this study demonstrates the importance of
identifying and distinguishing between external and internal pressures that influence overwork
behaviors.
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Conceptualizing Workaholism Within an Adapted Behavioral Addiction Framework
Workaholism is a term that has become increasingly popular in the past decade, mirroring
a rise in technology that allows individuals to blur boundaries between work and home. The term
“workaholism” is used in a variety of contexts ranging from peer-reviewed journal articles to
popular news outlets. For example, according to a search of major peer-reviewed databases
(PsychInfo) from 1970-2016, workaholism was a construct of interest in 441 articles: 296 (67%)
of those articles were published during the past decade. An internet search of “workaholism”
online news articles in 2016 revealed 5,370 results. It has been adopted as a catch phrase in the
media to garner attention. Furthermore, the operational definitions that underlie this label range
from working excessive numbers of hours to more nuanced definitions that focus on addictive
patterns of work behaviors. The label of workaholism is applied to many different kinds of
people depending on who is using the term; some applications of the term are used in jest while
others are more empirically justified. There is not even great consensus in the academic
community about how to operationally define workaholism. Because “workaholism” is used so
often in a variety of contexts, it is important to clearly define it in the context within which one
conceptualizes it. For the current study, workaholism will be operationally defined as an
addiction to work, which is based on theoretical evidence drawn from Griffith’s (2011)
description of workaholism fitting the behavioral addiction framework.
The term ‘workaholism’ was coined in 1971 by Wayne Oates; it was originally defined as
working excessively and compulsively (Machlowitz, 1980; Schaufeli, Bakker, van der Heijden,
& Prins, 2009a). Interestingly, workaholism was at first measured merely with number of hours
worked; only later did researchers create scales to address the compulsive nature of behavior
(e.g., Spence & Robbins, 1992). Workaholics are thought to have an uncontrollable
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preoccupation with work which leads them to work anywhere at any time without the ability to
disengage from work (Matuska, 2010; van den Broeck et al., 2011). An important part of
workaholism is that workaholics are thought to spend more time working as a consequence of an
inner compulsion to work independent of any external factors (Ng, Sorensen, & Feldman, 2007;
Snir & Harpaz, 2004; Taris, Guerts, & Schaufeli, 2004).
Overwork behaviors (i.e., working more than 50 hours a week and/or engaging in work
tasks beyond the typical work day) are still an integral part of the workaholism construct,
although looking at workaholics as simply those who work long hours conflates the construct
with behaviors prompted by external influences such as pressures to meet deadlines or providing
for a family. Distinct from internal pressures to engage in overwork, almost all individuals are
exposed to external pressures to engage in additional work hours. Thus, “overwork” in the sense
of extended work hours is a behavioral response to the combination of both external and internal
pressures to work, but workaholism is primarily thought to be a response to internal pressures.
Individuals who are exposed to pressures to engage in overwork may become addicted to work,
but not all overworkers are (or will become) workaholics. The current study aims to distinguish
between “addicts” overworking primarily in response to internal pressures and individuals
working in response to extrinsic pressures. To accomplish this, the current study will identify and
incorporate these extrinsic pressures into an adapted model of the behavioral addiction
framework, to more fully account for the array of factors that contribute to the most salient
feature of so-called workaholic behavior: overwork.
Workaholism: Where We Stand
There are many assumptions made about workaholism that have not been empirically
assessed. Many researchers discuss workaholism in the addiction framework without
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incorporating all components of behavioral addiction into their models (Andreassen, Griffiths,
Hetland, & Pallesen, 2012; Griffiths, 2005, 2011). Griffiths (2011) noted the importance of a
specific operational definition for workaholism, but if one is going to refer to workaholism as an
addiction, one needs to operationally define and measure it as an addiction as well. Researchers
have drawn many parallels between the conceptualization of workaholism and other addictive
behaviors, although the creation of the term workaholism was based on subjective rather than
empirical evidence (Griffiths, 2011). Specifically, it has been argued that the behaviors
associated with workaholism fit within the behavioral addiction framework. Andreassen and
colleagues (2012) created a workaholism scale grounded in the stages of addiction, based on the
assertions made by Griffiths (2011). This is the closest workaholism measurement to the
addiction framework, although it is still missing a key component of behavioral addiction:
impulsivity. The current state of workaholism measurement is disconnected from its
conceptualization as an addiction because it only considers the compulsive side of workaholism
and ignores the impulsive side. The next section contains a detailed description of the behavioral
addiction framework, followed by a description of workaholism as a behavioral addiction.
Workaholism in the Behavioral Addiction Framework
Griffiths (2011) argued that workaholism can be classified as a behavioral addiction. A
recent addition to the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorder, (5th ed.; DSM-5;
American Psychiatric Association, 2013), behavioral addictions are defined as non-substancerelated, rewarding behaviors engaged in compulsively despite harmful consequences to
wellbeing (Parashar & Varma, 2007; Stein, Hollander, & Rothbaum, 2009). Behavioral
addictions are distinguished from drug addictions by natural rewards as opposed to drug-induced
rewards (Parasher & Varma, 2007). Although the reward system is markedly different,

WORKAHOLISM ADDICTION FRAMEWORK

4

behavioral addictions and drug addictions share the same gene transcription factor, ΔFosB,
which plays an integral role in the development of addictive states (Olsen 2011; Robinson,
Nestler, & Nestler, 2011). Further, evidence indicates that behavioral addictions arise from the
same neural adaptations that induce drug addictions (Olsen, 2011; Robinson et al., 2011).
Those who advocate conceptualizing workaholism as a behavioral addiction have noted
that workaholism shares many of the same correlates as other behavioral and drug addictions.
Empirical findings linking workaholism to correlates of addiction provide additional empirical
evidence that it fits within the addiction framework. These findings are reviewed in the following
section.
Workaholism has been linked to personality traits that are common among individuals
with other behavioral addictions and substance addictions (Andreassen et al., 2013; Goodman,
1990; Griffiths, 2005; Rosenberg & Feder, 2014). Many empirical studies of workaholism
associate the behavior with anxiety, negative affect, job stress, burnout, exhaustion, and life
dissatisfaction (Clark, Michel, Zhdanova, Pui, & Baltes, 2014; Matuska, 2010; Piotrowski &
Vodanovich, 2008; van den Broeck et al., 2011; van Wijhe, Peeters, & Schaufeli, 2011).
Negative affect was identified as a trigger for behavioral addiction through compulsiveimpulsive behaviors; behavioral addictions may develop from an attempt at regulating negative
affect (Bromberg, 2001; Cuzen & Stein, 2014). Some researchers assert that workaholics are
obsessed with their work (e.g., Del Libano et al., 2010) and offer correlates of guilt, anxiety, and
shame when not working as support for viewing the construct as an addiction since other
behavioral addictions are associated with these feelings (Andreassen et al., 2013; Liang & Chu,
2009; van Beek et al., 2010).
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Additionally, workaholism has been positively linked to prescribed perfectionism,
obsessive compulsive personality traits, and conscientiousness (Andreassen, Hetland, &
Pallesen, 2010). These personality traits are associated with behavioral addictions such as eating
disorders (Andreassen et al., 2013). Additionally, links between workaholism and achievementorientation, perfectionism, and compulsive traits were found by Scott, Moore, and Miceli (1997).
Along with compulsive behaviors, workaholics also exhibit impaired judgment and personality
disorders (Griffiths, 2005). Workaholics are additionally more likely to engage in Type A
personality behaviors (Byrne & Reinhart, 1989; Edwards, Baglioni, & Cooper, 1990; Liang &
Chu, 2009; Naughton, 1987). These correlates of workaholism are shared with other behavioral
addictions and provide a solid foundation of evidence for considering workaholism to be an
addiction (Andreassen et al., 2013; Griffiths, 2005).
Furthermore, workaholism shares many aspects with other behavioral addictions,
including compulsively engaging in a behavior and having the behavior dominate one’s life.
Although workaholism is not yet recognized as a behavioral addiction in the fifth edition of the
Diagnostic and Statistical Manual for Mental Disorders (2013) and thus cannot be clinically
diagnosed, there are enough theoretical similarities to other behavioral addictions to warrant
operationalizing it as such.
Importantly, behavioral addictions are considered the “nexus” of impulsive and
compulsive actions (Cruzen & Stein, 2014). Impulsivity is characterized by reduced inhibition
and lack of reflection when making decisions (Robbins, Curran, & de Wit, 2012). Compulsivity
is characterized by perseverative behaviors that are often repetitive and habitual (Chamberlain,
Fineberg, Blackwell, Robbins, & Sahakian, 2006). With respect to traditional drug addictions,
impulsivity plays a key role in the initial stages of addiction in its interaction with compulsive
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habits (Cuzen & Stein, 2014; Fernandez-Serrano, Perales, Moreno-Lopez, Perez-Garcia, &
Verdejo-Garcia, 2012). Behavioral addictions are referred to as impulsive-compulsive disorders
and follow the same pattern as drug addictions (Dell’Osso, Altamura, Allen, Marazziti, &
Hollander, 2006).
Multiple studies have identified an overlap in neurobiological factors in the etiology of
both substance and behavioral addictions; pathological gambling and substance use disorders
exhibited similar changes in serotonin and dopamine systems (Billieux et al., 2014; Grant,
Brewer, & Potenza, 2006). Common neurochemical and genetic mechanisms for substance and
non-substance addictive behaviors were identified by the Reward Deficiency Syndrome (Blum et
al., 2014).
If workaholism is to be conceptualized as a behavioral addiction, its current definition is
missing a key component: impulsivity. To move forward with framing workaholism as a
behavioral addiction, it should further be operationalized using both impulsivity and
compulsivity. This deficiency is problematic, because individuals can engage in behaviors
compulsively without being addicted (Cuzen & Stein, 2014; Grant et al., 2006; Stein &
Hollander, 1995). Thus, it is proposed that the impulsivity component is missing from the
definition and operationalization of workaholism. Specifically, it is proposed that impulsivity,
interacting with compulsive working behaviors, improve prediction of overwork behaviors and
other outcomes commonly associated with workaholism.
(Re)Defining Workaholism: Biopsychosocial Framework
To properly assess workaholism in the framework of behavioral addictions, workaholism
has to first be operationally defined in that context. Griffiths (2005, 2011) defined workaholism
using the six components of addiction developed by Brown (1991, 1993) within the
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biopsychosocial framework (Donovan & Marlatt, 2005). By using this framework, the social
environment where work is performed is taken into account. Workaholic behaviors fit well into
the addiction framework and mirror the same six components seen in typical substance and
behavioral addictions.
The first component is salience, where the behavior dominates every area of one’s life as
the most important activity they engage in; workaholics become preoccupied with work and
crave work to the detriment of their personal life outside of work (Matuska, 2010; Van den
Broeck et al., 2011). For the second component, mood modification, individuals experience
consequences such as a “buzz” or “high” as a result of engaging in the behavior; workaholics
engage in work as a maladaptive coping strategy, either to experience a “high” or pleasure or to
escape other negative experiences or feelings (Van den Broeck et al., 2011). The third
component, tolerance, involves individuals requiring increased amounts of the behavior to
achieve the same amount of mood modifying effects; for workaholics, increased amounts of
work are necessary to achieve the mood modifying effects experienced in the second stage
(Griffiths, 2011; Matuska, 2010; Piotrowski & Vodanovich, 2008). This stage leads to a gradual
buildup of the amount of the behavior individuals engage in over time.
Withdrawal symptoms follow tolerance as the fourth component, where individuals
experience negative effects, such as irritability, when they are not engaging in the behavior;
workaholics may experience negative physical or psychological feelings when they are unable to
work (Aziz, Adkins, Walker, & Wuench, 2010; Porter, 1996). Individuals then experience
interpersonal, social, or internal conflict in the fifth component; workaholics will experience
these same consequences because of all the time they devote to work, which creates conflicts
with meeting other responsibilities (e.g., Schaufeli et al., 2009b; Brady & Vodanovich, 2008).
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The last component, relapse, occurs when individuals revert to earlier patterns of the behavior
after discontinuing the behavior for a period of time; workaholics who relapse are unable to
sustain a controlled schedule of work and fall back into their routine of excessive work
(Andreassen et al., 2010).
Andreassen and colleagues (2012) created a workaholism scale based on these six stages
of addiction. The authors used Griffiths’ conceptualization of workaholism as a behavioral
addiction to create a scale meant to capture each stage of addiction (2011). To assess
workaholism as an addiction, each stage has a corresponding item along with one final item
aimed at negative outcomes of the addictive behavior. The current study used this scale to
provide more empirical evidence that workaholism fits into the addiction framework. However,
the crucial element of impulsivity is still missing in the Andreassen et al. measure (2012).
Impulsivity in the context of workaholism would be characterized by a lack of inhibition in terms
of taking on new tasks or projects at work. This trait is thought to exacerbate and perpetuate the
compulsive working behaviors that workaholics possess. Thus, a complete picture of
workaholism in the addiction framework would include this component. This study aims to
identify and remedy content gaps in the current measurement.
In the following sections, a model of the process of workaholism is described and
summarized in Figure 1. The specific Hypotheses that flow from the model are noted on the
figure. The proposed model first considers the external pressures affecting overwork behaviors
that need to be accounted for when identifying the internal pressures associated with
workaholism. The model implies that workaholism, following an adapted behavioral addiction
framework, includes a dynamic component, such that overwork behaviors that start out as a
response to external pressures can then devolve into workaholic behaviors. This process is
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proposed to involve extrinsic, intrinsic, and social rewards that encourage individuals to maintain
their overwork behaviors to gain further rewards. The final piece of the proposed model is the
interaction of compulsive and impulsive behaviors. Compulsivity and impulsivity are key
features of the behavioral addiction process that could provide additional insight into viewing
workaholism as an addiction. Workaholism is expected to result from individuals engaging in
both compulsive and impulsive working behaviors.
External Pressures
Many different factors can affect why someone might exhibit overwork behaviors. For
example, individuals may engage in overwork in response to financial or economic pressures; if
people are struggling to support their families or themselves, they may work longer hours to gain
overtime or qualify for financial bonuses. An important first step to identifying the addiction
pathway to workaholism is to account for the external pressures or opportunities one may
experience that can contribute to overwork and contribute to workaholic behaviors. By
accounting for these external pressures, we are then able to disentangle overwork due to external
pressures from overwork from the internal pressure to work, which is a feature of workaholism.
As part of the current study, a set of external pressures was identified – financial, structural, and
social – that affect overwork behaviors.
Structural pressures include pressures associated with the job. A prototypic example of a
structural pressure is job insecurity. The security a person feels in his or her job can affect how
they approach their work (Cheng, Huang, Lee, & Ren, 2012). Specifically, Cheng et al. (2012)
found longitudinal evidence linking job security to employee well-being and organizational
commitment. If an employee feels very insecure in his/her job, either because of company
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layoffs or organizational climate, he or she may work more hours than desired or take on more
tasks to prove their worth and commitment to the organization.
Social pressures also influence overwork behaviors. The first of these pressures to
consider is work overload pressures. An argument can be made that many people who engage in
overwork are in environments that encourage and reward those behaviors (Mazzetti, Schaufeli, &
Guglielmi, 2014). The pressures one experiences from coworkers, supervisors, or organizational
norms can influence the type of work behaviors one engages in; people may engage in excessive
working behaviors if they feel like they will miss opportunities for compensation or promotions.
If the climate of an organization encourages overwork, then individuals in that environment will
be more likely to engage in those behaviors irrespective of internal pressures to engage in
overwork (Mazzetti et al., 2014). Additionally, empirical evidence supports the notion that
possessing both characteristics that predispose an employee to engage in overwork behaviors as
well as perceiving the work climate as supporting overwork behaviors results in a significant
increase in workaholic behaviors among employees (Mazzetti et al., 2014).
A second social pressure is status; many individuals are concerned with their status
among their friends, colleagues, and society in general. Individuals concerned with status may
engage in overwork to gain status among their coworkers as a diligent and committed employee
(Ishiyama & Kitayama, 1994). They may also overwork to gain monetary rewards that will
contribute to their societal status through tangible objects (e.g., luxury cars, designer clothing).
All of these pressures can increase overwork behaviors in individuals.
Hypothesis 1: External pressures will positively predict overwork behaviors.
Although external pressures are likely to affect the entire workforce, many of them are
temporary. Removing contextual pressures should generally reduce the motivation to engage in
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overwork. However, for individuals who experience internal pressures to overwork, removing
those contextual pressures should not affect overwork behavior. In other words, workaholics
should engage in overwork even after external pressures are diminished. It is important,
therefore, to account for the external pressures that affect overwork and workaholism
independent of the internal pressures workaholics feel to overwork. An individual exhibiting
strong compulsive working behaviors should exhibit a stable pattern of overwork regardless of
the external pressures experienced, whereas an individual exhibiting low compulsive working
behaviors should show a more variable, responsive pattern of overwork that mirrors the rise and
fall of external pressures present at any given point in time. The variation in external pressures
experienced by individuals provides an opportunity to reveal the differences between overwork
reflecting workaholism versus overwork reflecting job design or social norms.
Hypothesis 2: Compulsive working behaviors will be associated with high mean levels of
overwork behavior accompanied by low variability in overwork behaviors over time.
Hypothesis 3: There will be a significant positive relationship between compulsive working
behaviors and overwork behaviors after accounting for external pressures to engage in
overwork.
In the following section, internal pressures to overwork are described along with how
these internal pressures work together to influence addiction to work. There is a gap in the
current literature involving these internal pressures; it has not yet recognized the role of
impulsivity in the work addiction process, which are discussed in the following section.
Sources of Internal Pressures
As evidenced above, overwork is not unique to workaholism; it can happen for many
reasons. For some people, overwork occurs primarily because of contextual pressures, whereas
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others also engage in overwork because of internal pressures. Individuals generally respond to
external pressures; however, those people who also respond to internal pressures are more at risk
of developing workaholism. Behavioral addictions are theorized to be comprised of both
impulsive and compulsive behaviors, both of which represent internal pressures to engage in
addictive behaviors (Brewer & Potenza, 2008). Impulsive traits are seen as the key to initiate the
behavior which leads the individual to perform the behavior compulsively (Dell’Osso et al.,
2006). Further, impulsivity is seen as a personality trait that impacts many different areas of life
(Cuzen & Stein, 2014). In contrast, compulsivity is seen in the context of specific behaviors and
does not necessarily affect all different types of behaviors or situations (Cuzen & Stein, 2014).
Thus, to the extent that workaholism represents a behavioral addiction, impulsivity should create
the conditions for compulsive behavior to develop into an addiction.
In the context of behavioral addictions, impulsivity of behavior leads to the initiation of
the behavioral addiction, whereas compulsivity supports the maintenance of the behavior (Cuzen
& Stein, 2014). Workaholics may engage in impulsive behavior through taking on more work
tasks on impulse so that they always have work they need to be doing. The rewards experienced
from engaging in more and more work tasks contribute to the pleasure aspect of addiction.
Workaholics will experience a sense of intrinsic satisfaction or accomplishment, extrinsic
validation of their hard work, or a gain of monetary rewards, from engaging in excessive
amounts of work, which will then drive them to compulsively work in an attempt to chase that
high.
The interconnection of impulsivity and compulsivity creates the process by which
tendencies or compulsions are turned into problematic or addictive behaviors. Those individuals
who exhibit both compulsive tendencies and impulsive tendencies should be classified as
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workaholics. These traits will drive the pattern of addiction by influencing individuals to seek
more rewards and become consumed with the behavior. Theoretically, only when an individual
is compulsive and impulsive will they be at risk of developing the pattern of behavior that
constitutes workaholism. The current study aims to provide empirical evidence of these internal
pressures working together to influence addiction to work.
Hypothesis 4: Impulsive behavioral traits will account for significant additional variance in the
prediction of variability of overwork patterns beyond that accounted for by compulsive working
behaviors.
The next section describes the rewards gained from overwork that perpetuate the
addiction cycle in conjunction with compulsive and impulsive working behaviors.
Reward Process
In terms of traditional addictions, rewards received from engaging in the addictive
behavior are what perpetuate the cycle of addiction and leave individuals chasing the “buzz” they
feel (physical or psychological rewards). Over time, as with drug addictions, engaging in more of
the behavior is necessary to receive the same rewards (tolerance; Griffiths, 2005). Three
categories of rewards workaholics can experience are extrinsic, intrinsic, and social rewards.
Extrinsic rewards include monetary compensation, promotions, or recognition by coworkers,
supervisors, or society. Intrinsic rewards include feelings of accomplishment, meeting personal
goals, and psychological and physical outcomes. Social rewards include recognition for
accomplishments, status, and tangible objects. To keep receiving these rewards, individuals have
to maintain their level of overwork and often have to increase it. Even if it starts as a way to
reduce external pressures, overwork becomes a cycle to maintain or seek more rewards
(Griffiths, 2005; 2011). This is what drives and perpetuates addictive behaviors (Griffiths, 2011).

WORKAHOLISM ADDICTION FRAMEWORK

14

In the context of the proposed model, rewards stemming from overwork do not lead to
work addiction for all individuals. Addiction to work is contingent on the presence of both
impulsive and compulsive behavioral tendencies. Most people experience rewards from
overwork behaviors, but not everyone becomes addicted to work as a result; this is where
impulsivity comes in and why it is necessary to consider in the development of work addiction.
Individuals who exhibit compulsive work-related behaviors in conjunction with impulsively
engaging in overwork to gain more rewards are more likely to be classified as workaholics.
Negative Outcomes
There are a number of proposed negative outcomes of workaholism that operate as a
function of overwork. Many of these outcomes are established in the current workaholism
literature, including burnout, job satisfaction, and job performance (Brady, Vodanivich, &
Rotunda, 2008; Matuska, 2010; Piotrowski & Vodanivich, 2008; Schaufeli et al., 2009c).
Workaholism is negatively associated with both job satisfaction and job performance (Brady et
al., 2008; Piotroski & Vodanovich, 2008; Schaufeli et al., 2009c). Additionally, workaholism is
positively associated with health impairments and various health symptoms including burnout
(Matuska, 2010; Van den Broeck et al., 2011). Multiple studies have linked workaholism to
strained family interactions, including increased difficulties with intimate relationships,
increased family distress, and withdrawal from family interaction (e.g., Brady et al., 2008;
Matuska, 2010; Piotroski & Vodanovich, 2008). These strained family relations resulting from
the spillover of work into home are expected to negatively impact relationship satisfaction and
family disengagement. Workaholics have difficulties disengaging from their work and feel guilty
and anxious when they are not working, which should prevent them from fully engaging with
family members and negatively impact their satisfaction in their relationships (Matuska, 2010).
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The proposed model, shown in Figure 1, will expand on what is already known about
workaholism to provide evidence of the progression and perpetuation of the addiction cycle.
Even though the extant measurement of workaholism is deficient in capturing impulsive
behavioral traits, it does accurately capture compulsive working behaviors. Thus, I operationalize
compulsive working behaviors in the model using a recent scale labeled as workaholism.
Hypothesis 5: The positive relationship between compulsive working behaviors and overwork
will be moderated by impulsive behavioral traits, where those high in impulsive behavioral traits
will have a stronger relationship between compulsive working behaviors and overwork than
those low in impulsive behavioral traits.
Hypothesis 6: Overwork behaviors will mediate the relationship between the interaction of
compulsive working behaviors with impulsive behavioral traits and both positive and negative
outcomes.
Hypothesis 7: Overwork behaviors will be positively related to extrinsic, intrinsic, and social
rewards as well as negative outcomes. These relationships should be stronger for individuals
classified as workaholics.
To summarize, an overarching goal of this study is to capture the pattern of behavioral
addictions for individuals engaging in workaholic behaviors. This expanded operationalization of
workaholism includes impulsive behaviors working in conjunction with compulsive working
behaviors to perpetuate the pattern of addiction. It is reasonable to examine workaholism in an
adapted behavioral addiction framework, but to do so requires the use of both impulsivity and
compulsivity components that are true to the model presented. Current measures of workaholism
are deficient in this regard, and only represent the compulsive component of workaholism. Thus,
a key goal of this study is to evaluate whether this proposed model of workaholism captures a
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more faithful representation of the construct in line with its conceptualization. Not all individuals
who engage in overwork meet the criteria of workaholism when it is defined as an addiction.
Individuals who engage in workaholic behaviors should have consistent patterns of overwork
over time that go beyond responses to the external pressures they experience. Additionally, these
individuals are expected to exhibit more impulsive behavioral traits. This way of conceptualizing
and measuring workaholism is meant to provide a clearer way of identifying individuals
motivated by internal pressures to engage in overwork behaviors who meet the proposed
conceptual and operational definition. It is a deeper dive into the motivations of overwork
behaviors. Specifically, individuals who overwork should only be considered workaholics when
they exhibit a combination of engaging in compulsive working behaviors and impulsive
behavioral traits. Using an adapted behavioral addiction framework will help parse out those
individuals who are exhibiting internally motivated workaholic behaviors from those responding
only to external motivations. This will create a more complete operational definition of
workaholism that is more faithful to that conceptualization.
To test these hypotheses, I conducted a pair of pilot studies and a formal study. The pilot
studies, discussed in further detail below, are designed to identify social status pressures at work
and the motivations behind compulsive overwork. They lend important insight into relevant
content for measures that capture the types of social status pressures that affect their overwork
behaviors and compulsive overwork that is internally motivated. The main study is an empirical
longitudinal assessment of the hypotheses presented above.
Pilot Study 1
A pair of pilot studies were conducted prior to the Primary Study. The aim of these pilot
studies was to pretest the types of questions to ask and develop measures for social status
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pressures by identifying socially-motivated overwork behaviors and rewards received from
overwork. The results from these two pilot studies identified key concepts (i.e., external
pressures and rewards) that were measured in the formal, quantitative Primary Study.
Method
Pilot Study 1 focused on qualitative data collected assessing social status pressures,
socially-motivated engagement in overwork, and rewards received from engaging in overwork.
These data informed the development of a measure that assesses social pressures and outcome
rewards received from overworking. Social status pressures are one of the external pressures felt
by individuals that positively affect their overwork behaviors. Rewards are an outcome in the
model. I used these data to identify different internal and external rewards to measure in the
hypothesis-testing phase of this project.
Participants. I recruited 200 participants through Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk)
to complete the first pilot study. Participants were screened to recruit full-time working adults,
defined as working at least 30 hours per week, and U.S. citizens (Automatic Data Processing,
Inc., 2012). The survey took approximately 5-10 minutes to complete. Participants were
compensated $1.00 for completing the survey. All compensation was calculated based on federal
minimum wage ($7.25 per hour) and the estimated time to take the survey.
Procedure. An online survey was offered to all participants who met the qualifications
for the study (i.e., full-time working adults, U.S. citizens). The survey included a broad range of
open-ended questions looking at how participants perceive others’ opinion of them and their
social standing, whether they engage in competitive overwork (i.e., feeling proud of working
long hours, feeling like they have to compete with others for most hours worked, or bragging
about the amount of time spent working), and rewards they receive from being recognized as
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successful in a social setting. See Table A1 in Appendix A for a summary of questions included
in the first pilot study.
The overall concept of social status pressures related to working behaviors has not been
explored thoroughly, and there are no current measures that capture this concept. Open-ended
questions were generated by first identifying concepts that needed to be examined in further
detail that were missing from the current literature and could subsequently be used to generate
items related to the following types of social status pressures: other’s opinions, engagement in
overwork, and rewards received from completing work. These general concepts were then turned
into frequency items that branch to more specific open-ended questions for those topics. For
example, to assess whether others’ opinions are a source of external pressure, participants were
asked how often they think about how others perceive them in a social setting, using a 5-point
scale from “never” to “always”. If they answered anything other than “never”, they were asked a
follow-up, open-ended question: “Why is your social standing important to you? Briefly explain
how the perceptions of others have of you affects your behaviors at work.”
Analyses
Results from the first pilot study provided the basis for an inductive approach to item
generation for a scale assessing perceived social pressures, social rewards, extrinsic rewards, and
intrinsic rewards (Hinkin, 1998). The open-ended responses were coded by a team of five subject
matter experts and used to create composite scales. The team coded the open-ended responses
and identified emerging themes (Williamson, Karp, Dalphin, & Gray, 1982). The emerging
themes are detailed in Table 1. A k-means cluster analysis was performed following the
approach for clustering qualitative data detailed by Henry, Dymnicki, Mohatt, Allen & Kelly
(2015) based on those themes to identify groups of individuals who were motivated by specific
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types of social status pressures to engage in overwork behaviors and groups of individuals who
receive similar rewards that stem from overwork behaviors.
Results and Discussion
The researcher identified clusters of individuals who experienced social status pressures
as well as social rewards, extrinsic rewards, and intrinsic rewards stemming from working long
hours. Cluster numbers within each theme were identified using the Ratkowsky-Lance index
(1978), shown to be a highly reliable index when compared to numerous other options
(Dimitriadou, Dalnicar, Weingessel, 2002). For social status pressures, a three-cluster solution
was chosen. The first cluster included individuals who valued acceptance and fitting in socially
with peers and community members. An example of a participant response for this was, “I don’t
want anyone thinking I’m different. I basically want to fit in.” The second cluster included
individuals who engaged in impression management and did so to solicit favorable social
impressions. An example of a participant response for this was, “You want people to see you in
the best possible light. The way you act in front of others in social situations may reflect that.”
The third cluster included individuals who valued image maintenance and engaged in specific
behaviors done to elicit a positive social image with other individuals. An example of a
participant response for this was, “I maintain my image by practicing what I preach. I want to
come across as loyal and with integrity and I act this way.” The results of the cluster analyses
are detailed in Table 2.
For social rewards, a three-cluster solution was chosen. The first cluster included
individuals who gained recognition from accomplishments at work and validation for their
efforts by working longer hours. An example of a participant response for this was, “It validates
my hard work and makes me want to maintain that level of performance.” The second cluster
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included individuals who gained positive emotional states as a result of receiving recognition for
being successful by working longer hours. An example of a participant response for this was, “I
feel very proud of myself when I receive a compliment about my work.” The third cluster
included individuals who gained feelings of accomplishment and rewards associated with
gaining recognition for being successful by working longer hours. An example of a participant
response for this was, “[I feel] extremely accomplished and a drive to keep moving up for greater
successes.”
For extrinsic rewards, a two-cluster solution was chosen. The first cluster included
individuals who valued monetary compensation associated with working longer hours. An
example of a participant response for this was, “I stayed after work to do all of the things that no
one else had time for. It got me a raise.” The second cluster included individuals who valued
recognition from work or non-work sources for working longer hours. An example of a
participant response for this was, “I feel thankful that I am recognized for my good work. I feel
proud.”
For intrinsic rewards, a three-cluster solution was chosen. The first cluster included
individuals who gained personal achievement and benefits from working longer hours. An
example of a participant response for this was, “I feel proud when I am working long hours when
I am accomplishing something.” The second cluster included individuals who experienced
positive emotional states as a result of working longer hours. An example of a participant
response for this was, “If I am working on a project … and the outcome is successful, I'm super
happy and proud.” The third cluster included individuals who gained confidence in their abilities
and goal achievement as a result of working longer hours. An example of a participant response
for this was, “I feel like that I am achieving my goals.”
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Based on the theme coding and results of the k-means cluster analyses, four scales were
created using data from Pilot Study 1: social status pressures, social rewards, extrinsic rewards,
and intrinsic rewards. Items were generated based on the clusters of individuals and the themes
that emerged from those cluster solutions. The number of items chosen was based on the number
of cluster solutions for each construct. Exploratory factor analyses for the generated items for
each scale were conducted to determine dimensionality. A single factor solution was identified
for all four scales based on examination of scree plots and requirements of eigenvalues greater
than 1.0. For all four scales, interitem correlations were above .40 (Kim & Mueller, 1978) and all
items had factor loadings of at least .40. At least 60% of the total item variance was explained by
a single factor solution for all scales except for extrinsic rewards (53%). Factor loadings for all
scales ranged from .65 to .92, and the coefficient alpha for all scales except for extrinsic rewards
(α=.54) met the conventional criterion of .70 for acceptable internal consistency (.70-.93). Thus,
the items for each construct were treated as scales, labeled as social status pressures, social
rewards, extrinsic rewards, and intrinsic rewards. Respectively, composite scores were calculated
for each scale.
Pilot Study 2
The main goal of Pilot Study 2 was to identify the internal and external motivations
behind overwork behaviors. Data from this study were used to confirm internal and external
motivations identified from a previous review of the literature, confirm appropriate content, and
identify overlooked motivations for potential inclusion in the primary study that was used to test
the hypotheses.
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Method
Pilot Study 2 collected qualitative data that assessed the internal motivation to overwork
in line with the stages of addiction as represented in the Bergen Work Addiction Scale
(Andreassen et al., 2012). This separated individuals who have an internal motivation, or
compulsion, to overwork from individuals who are more externally motivated and helped to
understand what motivates individuals to engage in compulsive working behaviors.
Participants. I recruited a second sample of 200 participants through MTurk.
Participants were screened to recruit full-time working adults (defined as working at least 30
hours per week) and U.S. residents. This survey took approximately 10-15 minutes to complete.
Participants were compensated $1.20 for completing the survey.
Procedure. Participants were presented with a current workaholism measure that
assesses compulsive working behaviors (Andreassen et al., 2012). To investigate workaholic
behaviors and experiences among participants, open ended questions were posed that expanded
upon the items that represent each stage of addiction, as detailed in Table A2 in Appendix A. For
example, participants were asked to recall a time within the past year “when you worked longer
than you initially intended.” They were also asked to “describe the situation you were in, how
you were feeling at the time, and what motivated you to keep working.” The open-ended
questions were designed to expand upon compulsive behaviors that do not stem from any
externally-felt pressure.
Measures.
Compulsive Working Behaviors. Compulsive Working Behaviors were measured with 7
items (on a scale ranging from 1-never to 5-always) from the BWAS (Andreassen et al., 2012).
The items from this scale are based on the stages of behavioral addiction and validated measure
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that most closely corresponds to the present conceptualization of workaholism. The current
survey assessed these behaviors over the previous month. Sample items include “How often
during the last month have you become stressed if you have been prohibited from working?” and
How often during the last month have you worked in order to reduce feelings of guilt, anxiety,
helplessness, and depression?” As noted in the Procedure, the researcher solicited specific
explanations for behaviors at each step, in order to collect information about motivations for
engaging in workaholic behaviors. See Appendix A for the list of items in the BWAS and
corresponding open-ended questions used for the second pilot study.
Analyses
Open-ended answers probing deeper into the BWAS items were coded to examine the
motivation behind compulsive working behaviors; specifically, the internal pressures to work
compulsively after accounting for external pressures. The researcher identified different subsets
of people by diving deeper than the surface-level survey questions and identifying motivations
behind workaholic behaviors, which should distinguish between “true” workaholic behaviors and
behaviors contingent on external pressures. An inductive approach to item development was
taken (Hinkin, 1998). A team of five subject matter experts coded the open-ended responses,
identified emerging themes, and performed a k-means cluster analysis following the approach for
clustering qualitative data detailed by Henry and colleagues (2015) based on the themes to
identify groups individuals based on their motivations (internal or external) to engage in
workaholic behaviors (Williamson et al., 1982). The emerging themes are detailed in Table 3.
Results and Discussion
Using k-means cluster analysis, I identified clusters of individuals with similar (high)
scores on compulsive working behaviors for different reasons. Cluster numbers within each
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theme were identified using the Ratkowsky-Lance index (1978), shown to be a highly reliable
index when compared to numerous other options (Dimitriadou et al., 2002). A 3-cluster solution
was chosen based on this method. The first cluster included individuals who were extrinsically
motivated to work, including themes of making money and spending time with family. An
example of a participant response for this was, “I needed the money. I can't have any fun or
relax at all if I can't pay my electricity bill.” The second cluster included individuals whose
motivation was job-related, including themes of work overload, lack of flexibility, and
maximizing time. An example of a participant response for this was, “Too much work in the
office to complete and given short deadlines in which to complete it.” The third cluster included
individuals who were intrinsically motivated, including themes of internal compulsions, mental
or physical health, and altruism. An example of a participant response for this was, “I work in
order to reduce a feeling of anxiety.” The results of the cluster analysis are detailed in Table 4.
Findings from Pilot Study 2 were used to facilitate the interpretation of motivation for engaging
in overwork. These findings also confirmed that the BWAS measure comprehensively captures
and classifies those individuals who are internally motivated to engage in overwork behaviors.
Primary Study
The Primary Study used a longitudinal design to gather quantitative data to test the
hypotheses. The study was aimed at establishing trends of external, internal, and social pressures
as well as working behaviors over time. It incorporated the results of both pilot studies, which
provide integral concepts in the model.
Method
Participants. I recruited 1050 participants through Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk)
to participate in a three-wave study. According to a power analysis for my planned analyses, it
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was determined that between 300 and 400 participants were necessary across all three time
points to achieve the desired model fit (specifically, CFI = .95) for my SEM growth model (Kim,
2009). Participants who did not complete at least 50% of the questions were excluded from the
analyses. Four participants were excluded from the analysis for not completing at least half of the
survey at Time 1. There were no exclusions at Time 2 and Time 3. Check questions at each time
point were embedded into the survey to assess the quality of participant responses. Forty-six
participants were excluded for failing the check question at Time 1, one participant was excluded
for failing the check question at Time 2, and five participants were excluded for failing the check
question at Time 3. After these exclusions, a total of 1,000 individuals completed Time 1, 560
completed both Time 1 and Time 2, and 468 completed Time 1 and Time 3. Overall, 397 people
completed Time 1, Time 2, and Time 3.
Participants were recruited from a wide variety of job types and levels of employment.
They were employed in a variety of jobs ranging from healthcare and sales to business and
transportation. There was a relatively even split between those that were paid salary (44%) and
hourly (45%) wages. Participants were screened to recruit full-time working adults who are U.S.
residents. Survey data were collected at three time points, each separated by 4 weeks. The
researcher provided compensation of $1.00 to each participant who completed a survey at Time
1. Participants were asked to provide their e-mail address on a separate survey form after
completing the Time 1 survey for future participation in two more surveys over the course of two
months.
I contacted participants who completed the survey at Time 1 via e-mail after 4 weeks to
complete the second survey and again after 8 weeks to complete the third survey. Participants
who completed the second and third surveys received $1.00 as a bonus on their MTurk account
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for each additional survey they completed. Participants who completed all three surveys were
eligible to enter a raffle for one of four $25.00 Amazon gift cards as added incentive to complete
all three surveys. The total amount a participant could earn from completing all three surveys
was $3, with the exception of four winners of the $25 Amazon gift cards who received $28 total.
Among the participants at Time 1, 51% were male, 72% were Caucasian, 8% were Asian,
7% were African-American, 5% identified as more than one race, 47% had graduated from
college, and 14% had completed a graduate or professional degree. Mean age was 37 and ranged
from 19 to 75. The mean number of years of tenure at their current job was 7. Mean income was
$59,000. Nineteen percent of the sample was categorized as workaholic based on the criteria of
the BWAS scale used in this study, which is within the expected range (10-20%) for this scale
(Andreassen et al., 2012). Participants worked 43 hours per week on average at their primary job
and 12 hours per week at their secondary job (about half the sample, 550 participants indicated
working a secondary job).
Because attrition accounted for less than half the initial sample being retained over the
three time points, additional demographics were compared between participants who completed
all three waves and participants who left after Time 1. For participants who were retained, 47%
were male, 74% were Caucasian, 5% were African-American, 48% had graduated from college,
and 18% had completed a graduate or professional degree. The mean age was 39 years old. The
mean number of years of tenure at their current job was 7.8. Mean income was $63,000.
For the participants who were not retained, 55% were male, 73% were Caucasian, 8.5%
were African-American, 45% had graduated from college, and 13% had completed a graduate or
professional degree. The mean age was 35 years old. The mean number of years of tenure at their
current job was 7. Mean income was $57,000. These participants had a higher proportion of men,
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were younger, and made less money compared to those participants who were retained. Average
working hours and hours spend at a second job for those retained and those who did not
complete Time 2 or Time 3 were consistent with the full Time 1 sample.
Procedure. After initial recruitment was done through MTurk, I provided participants
with a link to the Time 1 survey; those who did not indicate being U.S. residents and full-time
working adults were not allowed to complete the survey. The survey took approximately fifteen
minutes to complete, and once it was determined that the participant completed the survey
satisfactorily, that person was allotted compensation.
Data collected at the first time point were considered baseline data, which included
demographic information (age, sex, number of hours worked per week, job tenure, etc.) along
with the other measures listed in Appendix A. Recruitment for Time 2 took place one month
after the administration of the baseline survey and recruitment for Time 3 took place two months
after the administration of the baseline survey. Time 2 and Time 3 surveys included all measures
collected at baseline, with the exception of demographics, impulsive behaviors, and obsessivecompulsive personality traits. Table 5 details the data collection timeline.
Measures.
Compulsive Working Behaviors. Compulsive working behavoirs were measured with
seven items from the Bergen Work Addiction Scale (BWAS) (Andreassen et al., 2012). Each
survey assessed these behaviors during the previous month on a 5-points response scale ranging
from 1-never to 5-always. Sample items include “How often during the last month have you
become stressed if you have been prohibited from working?” and “How often during the last
month have you worked in order to reduce feelings of guilt, anxiety, helplessness, and
depression?”
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Overwork. Overwork was measured with one item asking how many hours participants
worked per week on average during the last month. Working over 50 hours a week on average
over the past month constitutes overwork. The current model assesses average hours worked per
week.
Impulsive Behaviors. Impulsive behaviors were measured with the Motor (11 items) and
Planning (11 items) facets of the Barratt Impulsivity scale, which is designed to measure the
personality and behavioral construct of impulsiveness (Barratt, 1994). Responses were measured
on a 4-point response scale ranging from 1-rarely/never to 4-almost always/always. Sample
items include “I act on the spur of the moment” and “I say things without thinking.”
External Pressures.
Financial pressures were measured with the 13-item Financial Stress Scale (Zautra,
Guarnaccia, & Dohrenwend, 1986). They include major negative financial events (6-item subscale) over the last year with responses ranging from 0-no to 1-yes along with daily level
financial events (7-item sub-scale) over last month with responses ranging from 1-never to 5daily. Sample items include “In the past year, have you had a major worsening of financial
condition” and “Over the past month, how often have you overdrawn your checking account.”
Structural Pressures were measured with job insecurity measured with four items on a 5point scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree (De Witte, 2000). An
example item is “I feel insecure about the future of my job.”
Social Pressures were measured from two different aspects: a working perspective and a
personal life perspective. Work Overload Pressures were measured with three items on a 7-point
Likert-type scale ranging from 1-strongly disagree to 7-strongly agree (Young & Barnes-Farrell,
2013). Sample items include, “I feel pressured to work excessively” and “the culture of my
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organization is centered around working excessively.” Additionally, data from Pilot Study 1
were used to develop a scale used to assess Social Status Pressures (3-items) measured on a 7point Likert-type scale ranging from 1-strongly disagree to 7-strongly agree. Sample items
include “I feel pressured to keep up a certain social image with my friends or community” and “I
adjust my behaviors so others will have a favorable impression of me.”
Outcomes.
Family Disengagement. Family disengagement was measured with a 3-item measure
(Young & Barnes-Farrell, 2013). Responses were measured on a 7-point Likert-type scale
ranging from 1 –strongly disagree to 7- strongly agree. An example item is “When I am with my
family, I have a hard time forgetting about work.”
Job Performance. Job performance was measured with a 4-item self-report measure
adapted from Farh, Dobbins, & Cheng (1991). Items were phrased to indicate perceptions of how
their performance is viewed by their supervisor, distinct from how they view their own
performance as suggested by Schoorman and Mayer (2008). Responses were measured on a 5point scale ranging from 1-poor to 5-excellent. A sample item is “What does your supervisor
(i.e., not you) think of your overall work performance?”
Job Satisfaction was measured with a single item from the Michigan Organizational
Assessment Questionnaire (Cammann, Fichman, Jenkins, & Klesh, 1983). Responses were
measured on a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1-strongly disagree to 7-strongly agree.
The item states, “All in all, I am satisfied with my job.” This one-item measure has been found
by the authors to perform as well as multi-item measures of job satisfaction.
Oldenburg Burnout Inventory. Burnout was measured with four items assessing
exhaustion and disengagement from the Oldenburg Burnout Inventory (Demerouti, Bakker,
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Vardakou, & Kantas, 2003). Responses were measured on a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging
from 1-strongly disagree to 7-strongly agree. A sample item for exhaustion is “After work, I
usually have enough energy for leisure activities.” A sample item for disengagement is “Over
time, I have felt more connected to my work.” Burnout is one of the hypothesized outcome
measures.
Relationship Satisfaction was measured with a single item from the Relationship
Assessment Scale (Hendrick, 1988). Responses were measured on a 5-point scale ranging from
1-low to 5-high. The item refers to the relationship the participants had with anyone they
cohabitated with over the age of 18 and states “In general, how satisfied are you with your
relationship?” The authors have found that this single item measure performs equally as well as
its multi-item parent scale.
Rewards were measured with three dimensions: social, extrinsic, and internal rewards.
Data from Pilot Study 1 were used to develop these scales, which asked how often participants
received the following rewards for working long hours. All responses were measured on a 5point scale ranging from 1-never to 5-daily. Social rewards were measured with five items;
example items include “I receive social recognition for my accomplishments” and “I am seen as
successful by others.” Extrinsic rewards were measured with three items; example items include
“I receive monetary compensation” and “I receive recognition from coworkers, supervisors, or
society.” Intrinsic rewards were measured with five items; example items include “I have
feelings of accomplishment or pride” and “I feel like I have met my personal goals.”
Correlates. The following variables were measured and correlated with the current
measure of workaholism to provide additional evidence that workaholic behaviors should be
considered a behavioral addiction. Depression, anxiety, and obsessive-compulsive personality

WORKAHOLISM ADDICTION FRAMEWORK

31

traits are linked to other established behavioral addictions. They were assessed to provide
evidence of convergent validity in support of the quality of the data.
Depression was assessed with the shortened, 8-item, CES-D self-report depression scale
(Turvey, Wallace, & Herzog, 1999). Responses were measured on a 4-point scale from 0-rarely
or none of the time (less than 1 day per week) to 3-all of the time (5-7 day per week).
Anxiety was assessed with the short form, 6-item, State-Anxiety Inventory (Tluczek,
Henriques, & Brown, 2009). Responses were measured on a 4-point scale from 1-not at all to 4very much so. Along with depression, anxiety is positively related to other behavioral addictions.
Obsessive-Compulsive Personality Traits. The revised, 18-item, Obsessive-Compulsive
Inventory (OCI-R) was used to assess obsessive compulsive personality traits (Foa et al., 2002).
Responses were measured on a 5-point Likert-type scale from 0-not at all to 4-extremely.
Demographics. Demographic information was measured to describe characteristics of the
sample and provide considerations for statistical controls for my analyses. The following
demographic characteristics were self-reported by participants in the baseline survey: age, race,
gender, industry, job title, type of pay (salaried, hourly, or contract), household income level,
alternative forms of work, hours worked in secondary jobs, employment type (full-time vs. parttime), and tenure. Table A3 details all survey items used in the Primary Study.
Analyses
Overview. This study focused on testing hypotheses that are derived from the key
features of the overall behavioral addiction model shown in Figure 1. Data were collected from
participants at three different time points over a two-month period. Multiple time points were
used to track the fluctuation of amount and degree/intensity of external pressures and workaholic
behaviors over time to distinguish participants who engage in overwork and workaholic
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behaviors in response to external pressures from participants who engage in overwork and
workaholic behaviors in response to internal pressures regardless of the amount of external
pressures participants experience at each time point. Separating these surveys in time
additionally provided confirmatory evidence of directionality in the proposed model.
Hypothesis Testing. Multiple methods were used to test the hypothesized relationships.
Regression analyses were used to test Hypotheses 1, 3, 5, 6, and 7. Linear growth curve
modeling in SEM was used to test hypotheses 2 and 4.
Specifically, hierarchical linear regression was used to test Hypotheses 1 and 3. For
Hypothesis 1, hierarchical linear regression was used to test the relationship between external
pressures at Time 1 and overwork behaviors at Time 2 while controlling for overwork at Time 1.
For Hypothesis 3, hierarchical linear regression was used to test the relationship between
compulsive working behavior scores at Time 1 and overwork behaviors at Time 2 while
controlling for external pressures at Time 1.
Moderated regression was used to test Hypothesis 5, where compulsive working
behaviors at Time 1 positively predicted overwork behaviors at Time 2 and impulsive behavioral
traits at Time 1 positively moderated that relationship. Moderated mediation regression was used
to test Hypothesis 6, where overwork behaviors at Time 2 positively mediated the relationship
between the interaction of compulsive working behaviors at Time 1 with impulsive behavioral
traits at Time 1 and negative outcomes at Time 3.
For Hypothesis 7, linear regression was used to test the relationship of overwork
behaviors at Time 2 and rewards and negative outcomes at Time 3.
Linear growth curve modeling in SEM was used to test Hypotheses 2 and 4. Two models
were estimated to assess Hypothesis 2, one for individuals with high compulsive working
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behavior scores and those with low compulsive working behavior scores. It was assessed
whether these groups followed the predicted growth curve patterns (less variability for
individuals with high compulsive working behavior scores) and compared them to each other to
see differences between the two growth curve patterns. Following the suggested cut-off score
created by the authors of the scale, the cut-off for being considered “high” on compulsive
working behaviors for this study was scoring at least a four (“often” or “always”) on at least four
of the seven BWAS items (Andreassen et al., 2012). For Hypothesis 4, impulsive behavioral
traits were added to the growth curve SEM model to test its additional predictive variance above
and beyond the BWAS measure when predicting the stability of overwork over time.
Convergent validity was assessed with depression, anxiety, and obsessive-compulsive
personality traits. These concepts are all positively related to behavioral addictions and should be
positively related to compulsive working behaviors. Workaholism conceptualized as an addiction
shares many components with obsessive-compulsive personality disorder, depression, and
anxiety; thus, measures of workaholism should correlate with these measures and should predict
similar outcomes. Adding these additional correlational analyses provided more support for
conceptualizing workaholism as a behavioral addiction.
Results
Data Cleaning. Data were cleaned prior to carrying out the analyses using the procedures
specified in the Method section. The analyses included 1,000 individuals who completed Time 1;
560 individuals who completed both Time 1 and Time 2; 468 individuals who completed Time 1
and Time 3; and 397 who individuals completed Time 1, Time 2, and Time 3.
Evaluation of Measures. For all previously established measures, confirmatory factor
analyses were conducted to confirm the factor structure reported in previously published work.

WORKAHOLISM ADDICTION FRAMEWORK

34

Each measure was specified as a single factor except for OCPT (specified as a six-factor
measure) and impulsive behaviors (specified as a two-factor measure). In addition to fit of the
proposed CFA models, inter-item correlations and corrected item-total correlations for each
measure were examined and were at least 0.40 for all measures (Cortina, 1993; Kim & Mueller,
1978). For all scales, scale items loaded on one factor, and factor loadings ranged from .40 to
.86. At least 60% of the total item variance was explained by a single factor solution for all
scales except for major financial pressures (46%), daily financial pressures (56%), and burnout
(51%). All scales met the conventional criteria for acceptable internal consistency; Cronbach’s
alpha ranged from .78 to .89 (except for burnout, which was slightly below the standard of .70;
α=.68). The low reliability of burnout is consistent with other reports of low reliability especially
measured over time (e.g., Demerouti et al., 2003; Halbesleben & Demerouti, 2005; Hu &
Bentler, 1999).
For OCPT, the CFA revealed the most support for a six-factor solution. A χ2 difference
test indicated the fit of the six-factor solution was significantly better than the fit of any lesser
factor solution, although the fit of all solutions was relatively poor. For impulsive behaviors, the
CFA revealed support for a two-factor solution. A χ2 difference test indicated the fit of the twofactor solution was significantly better than the fit of the one factor solution. Appendix B details
fit information for all measures.
Treatment of Variables. In the analyses of the hypotheses, the compulsive component
of workaholism was examined both continuously and dichotomously, depending on the nature of
the research question. There is merit to using both of these approaches, but it is imperative to
adjust interpretation accordingly. Latent growth curve analyses used both continuous and
dichotomous versions of compulsive working behaviors to explore the difference between using
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the classification of “workaholic” versus “non-workaholic” and individuals exhibiting
compulsive working behaviors (which includes individuals who may not fall under the
“workaholic” classification). Alternative models are discussed in the results, interpreted in the
discussion, and presented in Appendix C.
When coded as a dichotomous variable as specified by Andreassen and colleagues (2012)
where “workaholics” are individuals who scored 4 or 5 on at least four of the seven items, 191
participants were classified as workaholics (809 as non-workaholics). Because there was a small
sample for workaholics, the latent growth curve models run with just those individuals yielded a
negative error variance for hours worked at Time 3. To adjust for this, the error variance for
hours worked at Time 3 was set to 1 for all the models for adequate comparison (Chen, Bollen,
Paxton, Curran, & Kirby, 2001).
Tables 6 and 7 include correlations, descriptive statistics and internal consistency
estimates for the main variables of interest can be found at Time 1. Notably, compulsive working
behaviors were not correlated with job performance or burnout at Time 1. Hours worked was not
correlated with daily and major financial pressures, job insecurity burnout, job satisfaction,
relationship satisfaction, or social, external, and internal rewards at Time 1. Extrinsic rewards
was the only scale that did not meet the minimum requirements for acceptable internal
consistency of .70 (α=.54).
In terms of convergent validity, compulsive working behaviors (M=2.57, SD=.89) were
positively and significantly correlated with depression (M=.85, SD=.70; r=.39, p<.01), anxiety
(M=1.97, SD=.72; r=.37, p<.01), and OCPT (M=.74, SD=.72; r=.48, p<.01) at Time 1. This
provides evidence that compulsive working behaviors are moderately correlated with other
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correlates of behavioral addiction, supporting in part the idea that workaholism can be
considered a behavioral addiction.
Hypothesis Testing.
Hypothesis 1. Hierarchical regression was used to test Hypothesis 1, where external
pressures were hypothesized to positively predict overwork behaviors. All variables used in the
regression analyses were standardized. Impulsive behaviors used as a predictor in the linear
growth curve models was mean-centered. External pressures, which include major financial
pressures, daily financial pressures, social status pressures, job insecurity, and work overload
pressures were entered in step 1 and collectively significantly predict hours worked at Time 2
(F(5, 515)=8.47, p<.05, R2=.08), though work overload pressures (β=.32, p<.05) and job
insecurity (β=-.10, p<.05) were the only significant predictors of hours worked. After adding in
hours worked at Time 1 to step 2 (F(6, 514)=55.12, p<.05, R2=.38), job insecurity no longer
significantly predicted hours worked at Time 2 (β=-.03, p>,05), but work overload pressures still
significantly predicted hours worked at Time 2 (β=.13, p<.05) after hours worked at Time 1 was
included (β=.59, p<.05, ΔR2=.32). Thus, Hypothesis 1 was unsupported. See Table 8 for
unstandardized betas, standard errors, t values, and effect sizes.
Hypothesis 2. Latent growth curve modeling in AMOS was used to test Hypothesis 2,
assessing the difference in variability in overwork for those classified as workaholic and those
not classified as workaholics. For the linear growth curve models, a significant growth curve
indicates variability or change in the variable of interest, specifically the slope. The means and
standard deviations are explored where a positive growth trajectory mean indicates a significant
increase in the slope of that variable over time. A positive slope indicates a significant increase
in the value of the variable of interest over time. Significant intercept indicates a significant
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mean difference in the starting value of the variable of interest between individuals. A positive
intercept would indicate individuals started on average with higher amounts of the variable of
interest. Taken together, significant intercept and slope would indicate that an individual who
started with higher values of the variable of interest would also have a significant increase in the
value of that variable over time.
Before testing the hypotheses, variability in overwork predicted by external pressures was
explored. A latent growth curve model was run to see how much of the variability in overwork
across time could be accounted for by external pressures χ2(6)=17.20, p<.05 ,CFI=.99, TLI=.96,
RMSEA=.04 (.02-.07). None of the external pressures had a significant linear growth trajectory.
Figure 2 presents the model with standardized coefficients. Table 9 presents unstandardized
betas, standard errors, and critical ratios.
A latent growth curve model was also tested to see how much of the variability in the
compulsive component of workaholism across time could be accounted for by external pressures
χ2(6)=28.11, p<.05 ,CFI=.99, TLI=.95, RMSEA=.06 (.04-.08). There were no significant linear
growth trajectories for social status pressures, major financial pressures, and daily financial
pressures. There was a significant positive linear growth trajectory for job insecurity (β=.04,
SE=.02, p<.05), indicating that compulsive working behaviors significantly increased over time
for those high on job insecurity. There was a significant negative linear growth trajectory for
work overload pressures (β=-.04, SE=.01, p<.05), indicating that compulsive working behaviors
declined significantly over time for those high in work overload pressures. Figure 3 presents the
model with standardized coefficients. Table 10 presents unstandardized betas, standard errors,
and critical ratios. These results did not affect hypothesis testing but provide more detail about
the overall predicted model.
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Additionally, an initial model was tested to examine variability in overwork for the full
sample before splitting the sample by workaholic classification. There was a significant intercept
(M=42.86, p<.05) and slope (M=-.78, p<.05) for hours worked over time, χ2(2)=18.68, p<.05
,CFI=.97, TLI=.91, RMSEA=.09 (.06-.13). Individuals who started with more hours worked had
a significant decline in hours worked over time. Figure 4 presents the model with standardized
coefficients.
To test the hypothesis, the analyses were then carried out separately for individuals
classified as workaholics (N=191) and non-workaholics (N=809). There was a significant
negative linear growth trajectory (slope) in hours worked over time for workaholics (M= -2.04,
SE=.71, p<.05), meaning hours worked declined over time for workaholics χ2(2)=.49, p>.05.
CFI=1.00, TLI=1.05, RMSEA=.00 (.00-.093). Figures 5 and 6 present the models for nonworkaholics and workaholics, respectively, with standardized coefficients. Workaholics had
significant variability in terms of their starting value (intercept) of hours worked (M=48.66,
SE=1.10, p<.05) and variability between people in terms of their growth rate (M=28.66,
SE=9.57, p<.05). The model run with non-workaholics did not show a significant linear growth
trajectory slope for hours worked over time (M=-.40, SE=.24, p>.05) χ2(2)=25.47, p<.05.
CFI=.95, TLI=.84, RMSEA=.12 (.08-.16). This does not support the second hypothesis, since
workaholics were not expected to have significant variability in hours worked over time. Table
11 presents unstandardized betas, standard errors, and critical ratios.
Additionally, a comparative analysis was conducted for Hypothesis 2 with the continuous
measure of the compulsive component of workaholism as a predictor of variability of hours
worked χ2(2)=11.04, p<.05. CFI=.99, TLI=.93, RMSEA=.07 (.03-.11). Compulsive working
behaviors significantly predicted intercept (β=4.16, SE=.39, p<.05) and slope (β=-.79, SE=.26
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p<.05). Individuals who scored higher on compulsive working behaviors started out with greater
numbers of hours worked and there was a significant decrease in those hours across time. This
model does not fit as well as the model for workaholics using the dichotomous measure of
compulsive working behaviors. The results, however, are similar in that they both showed a
significant negative linear growth trajectory in hours over time. The results are presented in
Figure C1 and Table C1 in Appendix C.
Hypothesis 3. Hierarchical regression was used to test Hypothesis 3, where compulsive
working behaviors were hypothesized to predict overwork when controlling for external
pressures. Compulsive working behaviors (continuous) at Time 1 entered in step 1 significantly
predicted hours worked at Time 2 (β=.30, SE=.04, p<.05; F(1, 529) =48.92, p<.05, R2=.08).
After adding in external pressures at Time 1 in step 2, compulsive working behaviors still
significantly predicted overwork at Time 2 (β=.26, SE=.06, p<.05; F(6, 524)=11.49, p<.05,
R2=.11, ΔR2=.03), supporting Hypothesis 3. Table 12 presents unstandardized betas, standard
errors, t values, and effect sizes.
In the comparative analysis using the dichotomous coding of compulsive working
behaviors, the results remained the same. Compulsive working behaviors at Time 1 entered at
step 1 significantly predicted hours worked a Time 2 (β=.21, SE=1.28, p<.05; F(1, 529)=25.51,
p<.05, R2=.04). After entering external pressures at Time 1 in step 2, compulsive working
behaviors still significantly predicted overwork at Time 2 (β=.16, SE=1.37, p<.05; F(6,
524)=9.65, p<.05, R2=.09, ΔR2=.05). The mean hours worked at Time 2 was significantly higher
for workaholics (M= 46.77, SD= 15.13, N= 87) compared to non-workaholics (M= 40.34, SD=
9.75, N= 448; t(533)=-5.08, p<.05, g=.01). These comparative results also support Hypothesis 3.
Full results are presented in Table C2 in Appendix C.
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Hypothesis 4. Building on Hypothesis 2 using latent growth curve modeling, impulsive
behaviors were included as an exogenous predictor of hours worked to test Hypothesis 4. This
model was run for both workaholics χ2(3)=0.86, p.>0.05 ,CFI=1.00, TLI=1.08, RMSEA=.00
(.00-.07) and non-workaholics χ2(3)=27.13, p<.05 ,CFI=.95, TLI=.82, RMSEA=.10 (.07-.14).
Figures 7 and 8 present the models for non-workaholics and workaholics, respectively, with
standardized coefficients. For workaholics, impulsive behaviors significantly predicted intercept
(β=-8.23, SE=2.45, p<.05) and slope of hours worked (β=4.09, SE=1.6, p<.05). Individuals
higher on impulsive behaviors started out with fewer numbers of hours worked and there was a
significant increase in those hours across time. For non-workaholics, impulsive behaviors did not
significantly predict intercept (β=-1.72, SE=.96, p>.05) nor did they predict slope (β=-.44,
SE=.62, p>.05). The addition of impulsive behaviors to the model did not significantly improve
fit for either model, thus Hypothesis 4 was not supported. Table 13 presents estimates, standard
errors, and critical ratios.
Additionally, a comparative analysis was run for Hypothesis 4 using the continuous
measure of compulsive working behaviors as a co-predictive of variability of hours worked
along with impulsive behaviors χ2(3)=11.31, p<.05 ,CFI=.99, TLI=.94, RMSEA=.05 (.02-.09).
When compulsive working behaviors was included as a predictor, impulsive behaviors no longer
predicted slope (β=.81, SE=.60, p=.18). Compulsive working behaviors predicted both intercept
(β=4.70, SE=.40, p<.05) and slope (β=-.88, SE=.26, p<.05). Individuals who had higher levels of
impulsive behaviors started out with fewer hours worked and showed no significant variability in
those hours over time. Individuals with higher levels of compulsive working behaviors started
out with more hours worked but showed a significant decrease in hours worked over time. The
use of the continuous predictor in this case misses out on some key findings that you could only
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find by exploring the group differences with the dichotomous version of compulsive working
behaviors. The results are presented in Table C3 and Figure C2 in Appendix C.
The impact of impulsivity was investigated further since the growth curve models did not
follow the predicted patterns. Impulsive behavioral traits were added to the hierarchical
regression model used to test Hypothesis 3. Step 1 included all external pressures, step 2
included external pressures plus the compulsive component of workaholism, and step 3 included
external pressures, compulsive working behaviors, and impulsive behavioral traits. The addition
of compulsive working behaviors produced a significant change in R2 in step 2 (F(6, 524)=11.49,
p<.05, R2=.11, ΔR2=.04). When impulsivity was added to that model, the change in R2 was
significant (F(7, 523)=10.78, p<.05, R2=.11, ΔR2=.01). Impulsive behavioral traits significantly
predicted hours worked at Time 2 when controlling for external pressures and compulsive
working behaviors (β =-.11, p<.05) indicating that impulsivity does add unique variance to the
model.
Hypothesis 5. Because Hypothesis 5 predicted the interaction of the compulsive
component of workaholism and impulsive behaviors on overwork behaviors, I used Process
Model 1 (Hayes, 2017) to test the moderation model (F(3, 531)=19.9, p<.05, R2=.10).
Compulsive working behaviors at Time 1 significantly predicted overwork behaviors at Time 2
(β=4.02, SE=.53, p<.05). Impulsive behaviors at Time 1 negatively predicted overwork at Time 2
(β=-3.94, SE=1.26, p<.05). The interaction of compulsive working behaviors at Time 1 and
impulsive behaviors at Time 1 did not significantly predict overwork at Time 2 (β=1.00,
SE=1.34, p>.05). Thus, Hypothesis 5 was not supported. Table 14 presents standardized betas,
standard errors, critical ratios, and effect sizes. In the comparative analysis, the results remained
the same. Table C4 in Appendix C presents the comparative results.
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In addition, further analyses were conducted to explore the interconnection of
compulsive working behaviors and impulsivity. A median split was done on impulsive behavior
scores, and individuals who scores over a 1.9 were categorized as high on impulsive behaviors.
Among those high in impulsive behaviors, a t-test was used to see if there was a significant
difference in working hours at Time 1 for those classified as workaholics compared to those who
were not classified as workaholics. The subsample of individuals who scored high on impulsive
behaviors was 518, 118 of whom were classified as workaholics. Individuals who were high in
impulsive behaviors and classified as workaholics (M=46.53, SD=16.00) worked significantly
more hours at Time 1 compared to individuals high on impulsive behaviors who were not
classified as workaholics (M=41.23, SD=11.36; t(516)=-3.35, p<.05, g=.42). Individuals who are
high on impulsive behaviors and classified as workaholics have similar demographics compared
to the larger sample, with the only notable difference being a higher percentage of men (65%).
Hypothesis 6. Because Hypothesis 6 predicted the indirect effect of the interaction of
compulsive working behaviors and impulsive behaviors on specific outcomes through overwork
behaviors, I used Process Model 8 (Hayes, 2017) to test the mediated moderations. The
interaction between compulsive working behaviors and impulsive behaviors was significant on
burnout (β=-.44, SE=.11, p<.05; F(3, 371)=10.62, p<.05, R2=.08), family disengagement (β=-.52,
SE=.20, p<.05; F(3, 371)=10.62, p<.05, R2=.08), job satisfaction (β=.69, SE=.25, p<.05; F(3,
369)=10.67, p<.05, R2=.08), social rewards (β=.43, SE=.12, p<.05; F(3, 371)=10.62, p<.05,
R2=.08), extrinsic rewards (β=.29, SE=.11, p<.05; F(3, 371)=10.62, p<.05, R2=.08), and intrinsic
rewards (β=.36, SE=.16, p<.05; F(3, 366)=11.24, p<.05, R2=.08). The interaction between
compulsive working behaviors and impulsive behaviors was not significant on job performance
(β=.18, SE=.10, p=.08; F(3, 371)=10.62, p<.05, R2=.08). The only significant indirect effect
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(mediated moderation through hours worked) was for family disengagement (β=.08, SE=.03,
p<.05). The interaction between compulsive working behaviors and impulsive behaviors on
relationship satisfaction was not significant (β=.27, SE=.16, p=.08; F(3, 371)=10.62, p<.05,
R2=.08). These results indicate partial support for Hypothesis 6.
Individuals who had high compulsive working behaviors had similar levels of burnout,
family disengagement, job satisfaction, social rewards, and extrinsic rewards regardless of their
impulsive behaviors. There was a significant effect for individuals with low compulsive working
behaviors where high impulsive behaviors predicted higher levels of burnout and family
disengagement. Simple slopes analyses indicated those with low impulsive behaviors
experienced significantly more burnout when they have high compulsive working behaviors.
There was no significant difference in slope for those with high impulsive behaviors. Simple
slopes analyses indicated both individuals with low and high impulsive behaviors experienced
significantly more family disengagement when they had high compulsive working behaviors, but
that effect was stronger for those with low impulsive behaviors.
Job satisfaction, social, extrinsic, and intrinsic rewards had similar results. There was a
significant effect for individuals with low compulsive working behaviors where lower impulsive
behaviors predicted higher level of social and extrinsic rewards and job satisfaction. Individuals
with low impulsive behaviors had more intrinsic rewards regardless of their compulsive working
behaviors. There was no change in social, extrinsic, and intrinsic rewards and job satisfaction for
individuals low on impulsive behaviors as compulsive working behaviors increased. Simple
slopes analyses indicated there was a significant increase in social, extrinsic, and intrinsic
rewards and job satisfaction as compulsive working behaviors increased for individuals with
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high impulsive behaviors. See Figures 9-16 for the interaction graphs for each outcome variable.
Table 15 presents standardized direct betas, standard errors, and indirect beta for the mediation.
In the comparative analysis, the only differences in significance were a non-significant
interaction between compulsive working behaviors and impulsive behaviors on extrinsic rewards
(β=.34, SE=.26, p=.17; F(3, 371)=4.33, p<.05, R2=.03) and intrinsic rewards (β=.41, SE=.37,
p=.27; F(3, 366)=5.03, p<.05, R2=.04) and a significant interaction between compulsive working
behaviors and impulsive behaviors on job performance (β=.50, SE=.24, p<.05; F(3, 371)=4.33,
p<.05, R2=.03). The nature of the interactions is similar, for those that are still significant. The
interaction for job performance was similar to that of job satisfaction and social rewards. There
was no difference in job performance based on level of impulsive behavior for workaholics.
Non-workaholic individuals with low impulsive behaviors had significantly higher levels of selfreported job performance compared to those with high impulsive behaviors, and job performance
for individuals with low impulsive behaviors remained relatively stable between nonworkaholics and workaholics. Simple slopes analysis indicated there was a significant increase in
job performance for workaholics with high impulsive behaviors. The full results are presented in
Table C5 and Figures C3-C10 in Appendix C.
Hypothesis 7. Linear regression was used to test Hypothesis 7, where overwork was
hypothesized to predict outcomes. For those individuals classified as non-workaholics, hours
worked at Time 2 significantly predicted family disengagement (β=.22, SE=.06, p<.05, R2=.08)
and job performance (β=.18, SE=.06, p<.05, R2=.01) at Time 3. For those individuals classified
as workaholics, hours at Time 2 significantly predicted family disengagement (β=.22, SE=.08,
p<.05, R2=.11) but not job performance. For both groups, hours worked at Time 2 did not
significantly predict social rewards, external rewards, burnout, relationship satisfaction, and job
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satisfaction at Time 3. There was partial support for Hypothesis 7. Table 16 presents
unstandardized betas, standard errors, t values, and effect sizes.
Discussion
The purpose of this project was to assess workaholism within an adapted behavioral
addiction framework and account for the deficiencies of the current measurement of
workaholism. The set of studies presented was informative for the larger model of workaholism
explored in the behavioral addiction framework. Tests of the hypotheses revealed mixed results
along with some surprising findings. There was support for compulsive working behaviors
positively predicting overwork behaviors over time. There was also support for the interaction of
compulsive working behaviors and impulsive behaviors predicting most of the outcomes in the
context of the mediated moderation models, which include burnout, family disengagement, job
satisfaction, social rewards, extrinsic rewards, and intrinsic rewards. Some surprising findings
included the pattern of overwork not following the hypothesized growth trajectories.
Specifically, although workaholics started with higher levels of working hours, they had a
significant decline in working hours over time, which was contrary to the hypothesized stability
of their working hours. Non-workaholics had lower overall levels of working hours as expected,
but they did not have any significant variability in their working hours over time. I expected to
see more variability in non-workaholics as a function of external pressures; however, this was
not the case.
This project also offers notable contributions to the literature. In particular, there are two
main contributions of interest: (a) including impulsive behaviors in a model of workaholism in
an adapted behavioral addiction framework and (b) distinguishing between external and internal
pressures that influence overwork behaviors. Altogether, the results are informative in that they
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paint an interesting and new picture of workaholism modeled as a behavioral addiction. Even
though there was not great support for several of the hypotheses, the data suggest alternative
interpretations that do support the overall model of workaholism assessed in the behavioral
addiction framework.
Hypothesis Interpretation and Implications
Although there was mixed support for the hypotheses, there were two integral hypotheses
that were supported. First, it is important to acknowledge the significance of the outcome of
Hypothesis 3. Compulsive working behaviors significantly predicted hours worked over time
even after controlling for external pressures at Time 1. Major and daily financial pressures did
not have any impact on working hours, whereas work overload pressures, job insecurity, and
social status pressures had low to moderate positive effects on working hours. Even after
controlling for external pressures that may affect a tendency to work long hours, the internal
pressure (workaholism) still significantly predicted hours worked.
As can be seen in the growth curve modeling, external pressures did not play a large role
in the prediction of the pattern of overwork. Being able to parse these external pressures out from
internal pressures is an important step this project took to identify the motivation behind
engaging in overwork behaviors. Although there remain questions about all the driving forces
behind overwork that this project is not equipped to answer, the results show that external
pressures do not affect overwork behaviors in a way that overpowers the influence of the internal
compulsion to overwork.
Second, there were many supported interactions in the analysis of Hypothesis 6 between
compulsive working behaviors and impulsive behaviors significantly predicting outcomes over
time. Specifically, the interaction between compulsive working behaviors and impulsive
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behaviors significantly predicted the following outcome variables: burnout, family
disengagement, job satisfaction, social rewards, extrinsic rewards, and intrinsic rewards. Within
these significant interactions, the level of the outcome was the same for those with high
compulsive working behaviors regardless of their level of impulsive behaviors. Although
impulsive behaviors did not moderate the relationship between compulsive working behaviors
and hours worked in Hypothesis 5, they did moderate the relationship between compulsive
working behaviors and negative outcomes in Hypothesis 6, indicating that impulsive behaviors
have a larger impact on negative outcomes in the model than on working hours. Furthermore,
they do not necessarily enhance the negative effects of compulsive working behaviors. Low
levels of impulsive behaviors contributed to more negative outcomes (burnout and family
disengagement) when individuals exhibit higher levels of compulsive working behaviors. It
makes sense that high impulsivity leads to negative outcomes, but low impulsivity dramatically
increases those outcomes as compulsive working behaviors increase. The context of this model
(i.e., the inclusion of overwork) could contribute to these counterintuitive findings. Impulsive
behaviors negatively correlate with overwork while compulsive working behaviors positively
correlate with overwork. This could explain the interactions not following an expected pattern
where impulsivity strengthens the positive relationship between compulsive working behaviors
and burnout, for example. Further investigation with alternative mediators in the future may
provide clarity for this issue.
In terms of rewards, social and extrinsic rewards were relatively low compared to
intrinsic rewards, which makes sense in the context of workaholism being an internally
motivated compulsion to work. The interactions also support the feedback loop that occurs in
behavioral addictions where engaging in the behavior leads to rewards which reinforces the
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behavior. This is shown where having high impulsive behavioral traits leads to experiencing
significantly more rewards as compulsive working behaviors increase. These results support to
the overall model of workaholism in the behavioral addiction framework by showing the impact
impulsive behaviors have on both positive and negative outcomes of overwork.
Surprisingly, the only outcome where overwork indirectly predicted the relationship
between the interaction of compulsive working behaviors and impulsive behaviors was on family
disengagement. Overwork is a key feature of the hypothesized model, yet it did not provide the
expected indirect path to the outcomes. Not just in this instance, but considering the whole
model, hours worked did not play as big of a role in the model as expected. Overwork only
predicted two of the outcomes in the model for non-workaholics (family disengagement and job
performance) and only predicted family disengagement for workaholics. Not only were the
effects of overwork on outcomes not stronger for workaholics, overwork did not impact
outcomes much at all. What was thought to drive overwork also did not have the impact
expected. Some external pressures did predict overwork over time (work overload pressures and
job insecurity), but only work overload pressures predicted overwork once there was a control
for baseline working hours. There was variability in overwork over time for the full sample,
though the linear growth trajectory was negative, meaning hours worked declined over time. The
same trend was seen for the workaholic sample, but when they were removed, the nonworkaholic subsample did not have any significant change in their working hours over time. This
appears to show the effect seen in workaholics driving the effect of a decline in overwork over
time for the entire sample. There were only 191 identified workaholics (19% of the sample) and
merely excluding them diminished the effect entirely.
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This may speak to the missing component of impulsivity. Once impulsive behaviors were
added into the model as a predictor of the change in hours over time, the picture became clear:
impulsive individuals who are classified as workaholics may have started out with a fewer
number of working hours, but those hours significantly increased over time. This is in stark
contrast to the non-workaholics whose hours did not change based on their level of impulsivity.
Although the BWAS measure does a good job of identifying individuals who are considered
compulsive workers, the impulsive behaviors seem to be driving the perpetual cycle of overwork
over time. This analysis provides a more realistic picture of behaviors over time, which can get
lost in a cross-sectional design, adding credibility to the assertion that impulsivity needs to be
incorporated into models of work addiction.
Another surprising finding was that external pressures did not have a great impact on
overwork or compulsive working behaviors. I expected more variance to be accounted for by
external pressures in light of the findings in the second pilot study. Many of those individuals in
their open-ended comments cited a vast array of external reasons for working longer hours other
than an inner drive or compulsion to work, which were represented and captured in the external
pressures. The only external pressures that did predict overwork were job insecurity and work
overload pressures. However, neither job insecurity nor work overload pressures predicted
changes in overwork over time for either workaholics or non-workaholics. These pressures may
predict more working hours over time, but they do not predict fluctuations in working hours over
time, which was expected for non-workaholics. When examining whether external pressures had
any impact on the variability of compulsive working behaviors, again only job insecurity and
work overload pressures played a significant role. External pressures were expected to predict
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some change in workaholic tendencies over time since not everyone with moderate to high
compulsive working behaviors was classified as a workaholic.
One important external pressure to note is job insecurity, which positively predicted
changes in compulsive working behaviors over time, indicating that individuals who felt less
secure in their current employment had significant increases in compulsive working behaviors.
These individuals may have thought exhibiting these types of behaviors could show their
commitment and dedication to the organization and may help them keep their job.
Counterintuitively, work overload pressures negatively predicted compulsive working behaviors
over time, indicating that those experiencing more pressure from their organization, coworkers,
or managers to work longer hours exhibited less compulsive working behaviors over time. There
may be some push back from these individuals who feel pressured; they may not want to
conform to the standard at their organization or these pressures to work excessively may have no
impact on their own compulsive working behaviors.
Analysis of Measurement
As part of the analyses, alternative models were explored in the interest of comparing the
different ways of both conceptualizing and calculating compulsive working behaviors. For
Hypotheses 2-6, the original measurement specified was used; then the hypotheses were
conducted again with the alternative measure of compulsive working behaviors. The results of
testing the alternative models were largely similar to the original analyses, and the differences
suggest using the best measurement for the question posed. Specifically, latent growth curve
analyses were conducted with the continuous measure of compulsive working behaviors as
alternative models used as comparisons to the dichotomous group differences explored with the
original hypotheses. On its own, compulsive working behavaiors measured continuously had a
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similar growth pattern as the dichotomous workaholic group. Using the group differences
highlights how the non-workaholic group differs and if the interest is seeing those group
differences, that is the better route to take. The pattern remains the same, so no important
information was lost by using the continuous predictor for hours worked over time. That story
changes when incorporating impulsive behaviors into the model. There are clear group
differences that get lost when using the continuous measure. Specifically, when compulsive
working behaviors was included as a continuous predictor of overwork over time in conjunction
with impulsive behaviors, impulsive behaviors no longer predicted variability in overwork over
time as was seen using the dichotomous measurement of compulsive working behaviors.
The hierarchical regression analyses were also conducted with dichotomous compulsive
working behaviors and the mediation and mediated moderations with dichotomous compulsive
working behaviors as the predictor as alternative models. For the most part, the results were
consistent between both uses of the measure. There were notable differences in Hypothesis 6 for
extrinsic rewards, social rewards, and job performance. When using the dichotomous coding, the
interaction between compulsive working behaviors and impulsive behaviors on extrinsic and
intrinsic rewards was no longer significant. The dichotomous measure of compulsive working
behaviors did not predict extrinsic or intrinsic rewards, whereas compulsive working behaviors
negatively predicted both extrinsic and intrinsic rewards. When thinking about workaholism as
an addiction, that classification only has an effect on social rewards. This supports the view that
compulsive working behaviors, though not always considered an addiction, involve negative
outcomes. The interaction on job performance using the dichotomous measure of compulsive
working behaviors was also significant. Interestingly, neither compulsive working behaviors nor
impulsive behaviors predicted job performance, but the interaction did. The pattern of the other
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significant interactions was the same for both continuous and dichotomous compulsive working
behaviors, indicating that there is little information lost or changed by using one or the other.
The BWAS scale used in this study was created to mirror the DSM classification for
behavioral addictions, so using the dichotomous measure would, conceptually-speaking, indicate
that you are looking at workaholism as an addiction. But you could use the continuous measure
to look solely at compulsive working behaviors, otherwise known as the compulsive component
of workaholism. Just because an individual is not categorized as a workaholic does not mean
they do not also experience negative outcomes associated with engaging in compulsive working
behaviors. The conceptualization of workaholism as a behavioral addiction is based on the
intensity of behaviors across multiple criteria. It is possible that someone could score highly on a
few facets of the scale but not be categorized as a workaholic because the intensity is not met for
that definition. Those individuals may still have a high score regardless, and for a few
participants who were not categorized as workaholics, their additive score was higher than others
who were classified as workaholics.
For example, an individual can score ‘5’ on three items and ‘3’ on the rest, making the
additive score a 27, and they would not be considered a workaholic based on the criteria used
(scoring a ‘4’ or ‘5’ on at least four of the seven items). However, someone else can score ‘4’ on
four items and ‘1’ on the rest, making their additive score a 19 (the lowest total score a
“workaholic” can have) and be classified as a workaholic. The overlap between additive scores
and the classification is noticeable: 274 individuals had an additive score of 19 or higher who
were not classified as workaholics. At the lower additive scores (under 23), classified
workaholics are few and far between. Only 11 classified workaholics had additive scores under
23 (out of 233 people). That is the point at which intensity of behaviors weeds those people out
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of the crowd. An individual can have an additive score of 21 by scoring ‘3’ on every item, but
those scores are not intense enough to classify them as a workaholic. There is justification in the
scoring method and differences in using the dichotomous measure, but there are still negative
consequences for individuals who have high additive scores but do not meet the classification of
a workaholic, which is why both scoring methods were used in this study. Maybe workaholism
can be conceptualized and measured as an addiction, but we cannot ignore the pattern of
behaviors that can also be detrimental, though not technically considered an addiction.
There is enough evidence here to suggest that impulsivity plays a role in the effects of
workaholism. It paints a much more nuanced picture of how behavioral tendencies interact and
affect us. A really interesting pattern emerges from the longitudinal analyses as well. Crosssectionally, compulsive working behaviors are positively associated with hours worked, meaning
classified workaholics tend to work more hours, which is not surprising. The longitudinal data
tell a different story where workaholics have significant variability in their hours worked and
those who initially worked longer hours had a significant decline in working hours over time.
Adding in impulsive behaviors seems to clarify the story quite a bit. As we can see for
workaholics, impulsive behaviors contribute to a significant increase in working hours over time,
even though workaholics with higher levels of impulsive behavioral traits worked fewer hours at
baseline. That pattern does not exist for non-workaholics and would be undetectable in a crosssectional sample. The measurement debate will need to be explored much more thoroughly and
systematically, but for the time being, it does not hinder the current investigation of workaholism
being conceptualized as a behavioral addiction.
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Limitations and Future Research
Although there was a sizeable group of individuals who met the criteria to be classified as
workaholics, 191 was still not large enough to fully support the structural equation modeling
analyses performed. It might be worthwhile to target workaholics to have large enough sample
sizes to accommodate more sophisticated analyses in the future. There would also be a benefit to
exploring more of the individual differences that could affect workaholic behaviors.
Interestingly, the workaholic subgroup did not differ in any demographic aspect besides income
($57,000) which is slightly lower than the sample average and hours worked (49), which is
slightly higher than the sample average. Specifically, it would be interesting to know if
participants would work more if they could. Some individuals have constraints on their working
hours, whether that stems from not having more available hours to work, other life or family
obligations, or organization-specific policies. It could also be interesting to explore whether
individuals classified as workaholics self-select into specific types of occupation or even
consider themselves workaholics.
One remaining question is what can mediate the relationship between the interaction of
compulsive working behaviors and impulsive behavioral traits and the positive and negative
outcomes experienced. The indirect path may not be through a behavior (overwork) but through
an emotional state that results from having a compulsion to work along with an impulsive
behavioral trait. In future exploration of this model, incorporating mental health as a possible
mediator instead of overwork could provide more information about the process of workaholism
as a behavioral addiction. Anxiety and depression may play a larger role in translating
compulsive working behaviors and external pressures to overwork into negative outcomes. For
the workaholic subsample, mean levels of anxiety (2.4), depression (1.3) and OCPT (1.3) were
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all higher than the sample averages whereas mean levels of impulsive behaviors (2.1) were the
same as the sample average. These differences suggest that these mental health indicators should
be considered as an integral part of the model rather than just as indicators of convergent
validity.
The issue of time could be explored as well. Tracking individuals over a longer period of
time (for example, once a month for a year) may provide larger fluctuations across time. This
could shed light on the significant decline in hours worked over time that workaholics exhibited
in this sample. Measuring over a longer period of time could also potentially identify upswings
in hours worked for workaholics. It may not be the case that workaholics have a truly stable
amount of overwork, but the direction of their growth trajectory may vary as well at different
points in time. It would be even more valuable to follow individuals from the time they start
working to track their compulsive working behaviors and pinpoint the point in their career where
their tendencies turn into addictive behaviors. That is the only definitive way of finding out if
workaholism develops like other behavioral addictions. Future research could build off of the
evidence found in the current study to better target outcomes of workaholic behaviors along with
the perpetuating or encouraging factors.
Conclusion
Should workaholism be considered a behavioral addiction? The data suggest that for
some people it is, and the classification system does capture these individuals quite well, but
impulsive behaviors still need to be accounted for in any model of workaholism explored as an
addiction moving forward. Impulsivity brings clarity to a confusing and counterintuitive pattern
of hours worked over time for workaholics. If any change, individuals with a compulsion to
work excessively would be expected to work more, not fewer, hours over time. This pattern
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emerges only once impulsive behaviors are included. Workaholic individuals who are also
highly impulsive may take on more work without question or forethought to appease their inner
compulsion to work excessively. This fits the behavioral addiction model where the two
components of compulsiveness and impulsiveness come together to fuel addictive behaviors. I
believe this study provides empirical evidence of that model in action.
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Table 1.
Clusters of Themes from Pilot Study 1: Origins of Social Pressures and Types of Extrinsic,
Intrinsic, and Social Rewards
Category

Cluster

Theme

Social Status PressuresSocial Standing
Importance

Acceptance/fitting in

Access to social
circles/advancement/achievement
Friendship
Golden rule
Affects treatment/respect/acceptance
Need to “fit in” socially
Value in oneself
Positive perception is important
Do not want to be disliked or disrespected
Work hard
Be nice/kind/respectful/good person
Follow the rules
Physical appearance (clean cut/modest)
Compassionate
Volunteering/community involvement
Goal achievement
Save money/more fulfilling purchases
Providing for family
Feel productive
Show dedication/feelings of
accomplishment/confidence
Relaxation afterwards
Feel less anxious
Gain a promotion
Pay raise
Look good to coworkers and boss
Impress manager/make others happy
Validation/recognition

Favorable impression

Social Status Pressures

Image maintenance

Intrinsic and Extrinsic
Rewards- Pride in working
long hours

Intrinsic Rewards:
personal
achievement/benefit
Intrinsic Rewards:
positive emotions/state

Social and Intrinsic
Rewards- Feeling when
receiving compliments
about work

Social Rewards- Feeling
when gaining recognition
for being successful

Extrinsic Rewards:
monetary compensation
Extrinsic Rewards:
recognition
Social Rewards:
recognition
Social Rewards:
appreciated/positive
emotional state
Intrinsic Rewards:
confidence/positive
emotional state
Increased positive
emotional state

Pride/ego boost/grateful/flattered
Feel appreciated
Energized/happy/joyful
Confidence in abilities
Increased motivation to work harder
Doing the right thing
Humbled/appreciative
Ego/confidence boost
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Noticed/admired
Feeling important
Unashamed
Accomplished
Rewarded
Productive

WORKAHOLISM ADDICTION FRAMEWORK

68

Table 2.
K-Means Cluster Means from Pilot Study 1
Themes
Social Status Pressures
Access to social
circles/advancement/achievement
Friendship
Golden rule
Affects treatment/respect/acceptance
Need to “fit in” socially
Value in oneself
Positive perception is important
Do not want to be disliked or
disrespected
Work hard
Be nice/kind/respectful/good person

Cluster 1

Cluster 2

Cluster 3

.52

.09

.04

.26
.14
.48
.28
.06
.54
.13

.28
.11
.30
.19
.08
.73
.18

.11
.02
.12
.08
.03
.27
.07

.10
.29

.13
.19

.17
.46

Follow the rules
Physical appearance
Compassionate
Volunteering/community
involvement
Count
Intrinsic Rewards
Goal achievement
Save money/more fulfilling
purchases
Providing for family
Feel productive
Show dedication/feelings of
accomplishment/confidence
Relaxation afterwards
Feel less anxious
Confidence in abilities
Increased motivation to work harder
Count
Extrinsic Rewards
Gain a promotion
Pay raise
Look good to coworkers and boss
Impress managers/make others
happy
Count

.24
.03
.07
.03

.30
.06
.19

.37
.64
.12
.12

67

53

131

.79
.08

.70
.06

.77
.06

.18
.25
.53

.09
.15
.35

.03
.19
.24

.18
.04
.19
.26
66

.14
.12
.02
.03
57

.11
.09
.48
.38
47

.79
.63
.16
.24

.10
.20
.67
.70

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

63

89

N/A
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Social Rewards
Validation/recognition
Pride/grateful/flattered
Feel appreciated
Energized/happy/joyful
Doing the right thing
Humbled/appreciated
Ego/confidence boost
Noticed/admired
Feeling important
Unashamed
Accomplished
Rewarded
Productive
Count

.77
.10
.53
.38
.07
.09
.10
.06
.15
.05
.23
.38
.45
97

69

.62
.87
.67
.48
.25
.38
.19
.28
.10
.10
.19
.10
.23
52

.44
.22
.10
.42
.06
.10
.15
.09
.05
.04
.22
.44
.67
45
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Table 3.
Clusters of Themes from Pilot Study 2: Reasons for Overwork
Cluster
External motivations

Job-related motivations

Internal motivations

Theme
Make more money
Non-work -related hobbies
Spend more time with family at home
Work overload
Overtime
Lack of flexibility
Not enough to do
Maximize time/efficiency/flow
Asked my manager/compensate for
underperforming employees
Normalization of overwork
Internal motivation/compulsion
Mental or physical health
Altruism

70
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Table 4.
K-Means Cluster Means from Pilot Study 2
Themes
Make more money
Non-work-related hobbies
Spend more time with family
Work overload
Overtime
Lack of flexibility
Not enough to do
Maximize
time/efficiency/flow
Asked my
manager/compensate for
underperforming employees
Normalization of overwork
Internal
motivation/compulsion
Mental or physical health
Altruism
Count

Cluster 1
.82
.66
.41
.10
.40
.12
.13
.21

Cluster 2
.05
.08
.10
.81
.46
.30
.14
.77

Cluster 3
.04
.08
.08
.04
.20
.04
.04
.12

.10

.54

.12

.13
.02

.60
.20

.24
.62

.10
.05
97

.15
.04
123

.20
.47
25
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Table 5.
Data Collection Timeline
Constructs Collected

Demographics
Compulsive Working Behaviors
External Pressures
Impulsive Behavioral Traits
Overwork
Depression & Anxiety
Obsessive-Compulsive Personality Traits
Rewards
Outcomes

Time 1

Time 2

Time 3

(Time 1+1 month)

(Time 2+1 month)
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Table 6.
Inter-correlations, Descriptive Statistics and Internal Consistency Estimates for Time 1
External Pressures and Main Model Variables
Variable

M (SD)

1

1. Compulsive
Working
Behaviors

2.6 (0.9)

.88

2. Impulsive
Behaviors

2.0 (0.4)

.24**

.84

43.1 (11.9)

.32**

-.07*

--

4. Major Financial
Pressures

1.3 (1.6)

.35**

.33**

.05

.76

5. Daily Financial
Pressures

1.5 (0.6)

.40**

.42**

.01

.63**

.86

6. Job Insecurity

2.0 (0.9)

.27**

.42**

-.05

.30**

.37**

.87

7.Work Overload
Pressures (WOP)

3.6 (1.5)

.57**

.19**

.23**

.27**

.30**

.34**

.77

3.6 (1.6)

.39**

.22**

.06*

.16**

.23**

.24**

.57**

3. Hours

8. Social Status
Pressures

2

3

4

5

6

Note. N = 1,000. Cronbach alpha internal consistency reliability estimates are presented
along the diagonal. * p < .05. **p < .01

7

8

.89
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Table 7.
Inter-correlations, Descriptive Statistics and Internal Consistency Estimates for Time 1 Main Model Variables and Outcome Variables
Variable

M(SD)

1

1. Compulsive
Working
Behaviors

2.6 (0.9)

.88

2. Impulsive
Behaviors

2.0 (0.4)

.24**

.84

43.1(11.9)

.32**

-.07*

--

4. Family
Disengagement

4.0 (1.7)

.67**

.16**

.32**

.93

5. Job
Performance

4.0 (0.7)

-.04

-.40**

.12**

-.03

.92

6. Burnout

2.7 (0.8)

.05

.22**

-.03

.06*

-.37**

.70

7. Social Rewards

2.1 (0.8)

.13**

-.02

.02

.01

.27**

-.39**

.81

8. Extrinsic
Rewards

2.1 (0.8)

.17**

-.01

.04

.08

.23**

-.30**

.73**

.54

9. Intrinsic
Rewards

3.1 (1.1)

-.07*

-.30**

-.01

-.07*

.40**

-.50**

.60**

.48**

10. Relationship
Satisfaction

3.8 (1.1)

-.08*

-.26**

-.01

-.07*

.30**

-.40**

.29**

.18**

11. Job
Satisfaction

4.9 (1.6)

-.09**

-.23**

-.01

-.10*

.32**

-.61**

.33**

.23**

3. Hours

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

.86
.41**

--

.52**

.46**

--

Note. N = 1,000. Cronbach alpha internal consistency reliability estimates are presented along the diagonal. * p < .05. **p < .01
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Table 8.
Unstandardized Betas, Standard Errors, t Values, and R2 Values for Regression Analyses in
Variable
B
S.E.
t
R2
Model 1
.07
Major Financial
-.05
.06
-.86
-Pressures
Daily Financial
.11
.07
1.52
-Pressures
Job Insecurity
-.10*
.05
-2.06
-Work Overload
.32*
.05
5.91*
-Pressures
Social Status
-.09
.05
-1.75
-Pressures
Model 2
.38
Major Financial
-.05
.05
-.97
-Pressures
Daily Financial
.08
.06
1.39
-Pressures
Job Insecurity
-.03
.04
-.87
-Work Overload
.13*
.05
2.82
-Pressures
Social Status
-.04
.04
-.89
-Pressures
Hours at Time 1
.59*
.04
16.33
-Hypothesis 1
Note. All predictors are measured at Time 1. Outcome variable is hours worked at Time 2. *
indicates p-values less than .05.
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Table 9.
Estimates, Standard Error, and Critical Ratios for Latent Growth Curve Model for External
Pressures Predicting Variability in Overwork
Path
B
Major Financial
.21
Pressures →
Intercept
Major Financial
-.09
Pressures → Slope
Daily Financial
-.50
Pressures →
Intercept
Daily Financial
.05
Pressures → Slope
Work Overload
2.59*
Pressures →
Intercept
Work Overload
-.26
Pressures → Slope
Job Insecurity →
-1.77*
Intercept
Job Insecurity →
.20
Slope
Social Status
-.66*
Pressures →
Intercept
Social Status
-.02
Pressures → Slope
Note. * indicates p-values less than .05.

S.E.
.29

Critical Ratio
.74

.19

-.48

.75

-.67

.48

.10

.30

8.59

.19

-1.34

.46

-3.85

.30

.67

.27

-2.45

.17

-.14

WORKAHOLISM ADDICTION FRAMEWORK

77

Table 10.
Estimates, Standard Error, and Critical Ratios for Latent Growth Curve Model for External
Pressures Predicting Variability in Workaholic Tendencies
Path
B
Major Financial
.05*
Pressures →
Intercept
Major Financial
.01
Pressures → Slope
Daily Financial
.26*
Pressures →
Intercept
Daily Financial
-.02
Pressures → Slope
Work Overload
.26*
Pressures →
Intercept
Work Overload
-.04*
Pressures → Slope
Job Insecurity →
.01
Intercept
Job Insecurity →
.04*
Slope
Social Status
.05*
Pressures →
Intercept
Social Status
-.01
Pressures → Slope
Note. * indicates p-values less than .05.

S.E.
.02

Critical Ratio
3.07

.01

.40

.05

5.84

.03

-.57

.02

13.93

.01

-2.97

.03

.27

.02

2.02

.02

2.73

.01

-.48
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Table 11.
Estimates, Standard Error, and Critical Ratios for Latent Growth Curve Model for Hypothesis 2
Means
Estimate
S.E.
Critical Ratio
Full Sample
Intercept
42.86*
.37
114.91
Slope
-.71*
.23
-3.08
Non-Workaholics
Intercept
41.50*
.37
113.24
Slope
-.40
.24
-1.70
Workaholics
Intercept
48.66*
1.10
44.43
Slope
-2.04*
.71
-2.87
Note. Outcome variable is hours worked over time. * indicates p-values less than .05.
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Table 12.
Unstandardized Betas, Standard Errors, t Values, and R2 Values for Regression Analyses in
Hypothesis 3
Variable
B
S.E.
t
R2
Model 1
.08
Compulsive
.30*
.04
6.99
-Working
Behaviors
Model 2
.11
Compulsive
.26*
.06
4.70
-Working
Behaviors
Major Financial
-.08
.06
-1.35
-Pressures
Daily Financial
.05
.07
.76
-Pressures
Job Insecurity
-.11*
.05
-2.27
-Work Overload
.21*
.06
3.60
-Pressures
Social Status
-.12*
.05
-2.30
-Pressures
Note. Outcome variable is hours worked at Time 2. * indicates p-values less than .05.
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Table 13.
Estimates, Standard Error, and Critical Ratios for Latent Growth Curve Model for Hypothesis 4
Path
Estimate
S.E.
Critical Ratio
Workaholics
Impulsive Behaviors → Intercept
-8.23*
2.45
-3.4
Impulsive Behaviors → Slope
4.09*
1.6
2.57
Non-Workaholics
Impulsive Behaviors → Intercept
-1.72
.96
-1.79
Impulsive Behaviors → Slope
-.44
.62
.48
Note. Outcome variable is hours worked over time. * indicates p-values less than .05.
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Table 14.
Standardized Betas, Standard Error, t-values, and R2 Values for Moderation Analysis for
Hypothesis 5
Path
Compulsive Working Behaviors at Time 1→ Hours
at Time 2
Impulsive Behaviors at Time 1 → Hours at Time 2
Interaction (Compulsive Working Behaviors *
Impulsive Behaviors) → Hours at Time 2
Note. * indicates p-values less than .05 (N=535).

β
4.02*

S.E.
.53

t
7.56

R2
--

-3.94*
1.00

1.26
1.34

-3.12
.74

-.10
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Table 15.
Standardized Direct and Indirect Betas, Standard Error, And R2 for Mediated Moderation
Analysis for Hypothesis 6
Path
Burnout
Compulsive Working Behaviors → Hours
Impulsive Behaviors → Hours
Interaction (Compulsive Working Behaviors *
Impulsive Behaviors) → Hours
Compulsive Working Behaviors → Burnout
Hours → Burnout
Impulsive Behaviors → Burnout
Interaction (Compulsive Working Behaviors *
Impulsive Behaviors) → Burnout
Family Disengagement
Compulsive Working Behaviors → FD
Hours → FD
Impulsive Behaviors → FD
Interaction (Compulsive Working Behaviors *
Impulsive Behaviors) → FD
Job Satisfaction
Compulsive Working Behaviors → JS
Hours → JS
Impulsive Behaviors → JS
Interaction (Compulsive Working Behaviors *
Impulsive Behaviors) → JS
Social Rewards
Compulsive Working Behaviors → SR
Hours → SR
Impulsive Behaviors → SR
Interaction (Compulsive Working Behaviors *
Impulsive Behaviors) → SR
Extrinsic Rewards
Compulsive Working Behaviors → ER
Hours → ER
Impulsive Behaviors → ER
Interaction (Compulsive Working Behaviors *
Impulsive Behaviors) → ER
Intrinsic Rewards
Compulsive Working Behaviors → IR
Hours → IR
Impulsive Behaviors → IR

β

S.E.

Indirect β

2.44
-4.32
.56

3.04
4.46
1.60

----

R2
.08
----

.84*
-.01
1.59*
-.44*

.22
.01
.32
.11

.18*
---.01

-----

1.98*
.02
1.84*
-.52*

.39
.01
.57
.20

1.2*
--.08*

.37
-----

-.34*
---.01

.04
-----

-1.38*
-.01
-2.46*
.69*

.48
.01
.70
.25

-.71*
.01
-1.49*
.43*

.22
.01
.33
.12

.28*
--.01

.07
-----

-.45*
.01
-.92*
.29*

.21
.01
.30
.11

.22*
--.01

.04
-----

.16
---

.12
----

-.66*
.01
-1.94*

.31
.01
.45
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Interaction (Compulsive Working Behaviors *
.36*
.16
.02
-Impulsive Behaviors) → IR
Relationship Satisfaction
.08
Compulsive Working Behaviors → RS
-.70*
.30
-.29*
-Hours → RS
.01
.01
--Impulsive Behaviors → RS
-1.37*
.45
--Interaction (Compulsive Working Behaviors *
.27
.16
.01
-Impulsive Behaviors) → RS
Job Performance
.11
Compulsive Working Behaviors →JP
-.29
.19
.11
-Hours → JP
.01
.01
--Impulsive Behaviors → JP
-1.07*
.29
--Interaction (Compulsive Working Behaviors *
.18
.10
.02
-Impulsive Behaviors) → JP
Note. Compulsive Working Behaviors measured at Time 1, hours measure at Time 2, all
outcomes measured at Time 3. First path from workaholism, impulsive behaviors, and
interaction to hours is identical in all models, only presented for first burnout table (N=375). *
indicates p-values less than .05.
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Table 16.
Unstandardized Betas, Standard Errors, t Values, and R2 Values for Regression Analyses in
Hypothesis 7
Outcome
B
S.E.
t
R2
Non-Workaholics
Job Satisfaction
-.01
.06
.20
.01
Relationship Satisfaction
.10
.06
1.70
.01
Family Disengagement
.22*
.06
3.77
.04
Job Performance
.18*
.06
2.96
.02
Burnout
-.03
.06
-.50
.01
Social Rewards
.11
.06
1.77
.01
Extrinsic Rewards
.09
.07
1.41
.01
Intrinsic Rewards
.12
.06
1.78
.01
Workaholics
Job Satisfaction
-.04
.10
-.36
.01
Relationship Satisfaction
-.07
.12
-.63
.01
Family Disengagement
.22*
.08
2.88
.11
Job Performance
-.04
.11
-.38
.01
Burnout
-.04
.10
-.38
.01
Social Rewards
-.01
.11
-.10
.01
Extrinsic Rewards
-.02
.10
-.20
.01
Intrinsic Rewards
.05
.10
.48
.01
Note. The predictor variable is hours worked at Time 2. All outcomes are measured at Time 3.
* indicates p-values less than .05.
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Figure 1. Representation of the conceptual model of workaholism in the adjusted behavioral
addiction framework. Hypotheses are labeled where appropriate.
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Figure 2. Latent growth curve estimates for external pressures predicting variability in hours
worked over time (N=1000).
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Figure 3. Latent growth curve estimates for external pressures predicting variability in
workaholic tendencies over time (N=1000).
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Figure 4. Latent growth curve estimates for hours worked for the full sample for Hypothesis 2
(N=1000).
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Figure 5. Latent growth curve estimates of hours worked for individuals classified as nonworkaholics for Hypothesis 2 (N=809).
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Figure 6. Latent growth curve estimates of hours worked for individuals classified as
workaholics for Hypothesis 2 (N=191).
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Figure 7. Latent growth curve estimates for impulsive behaviors predicting variability in hours
worked over time for individuals classified as non-workaholics for Hypothesis 4 (N=809).
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Figure 8. Latent growth curve estimates for impulsive behaviors predicting variability in hours
worked over time for individuals classified as workaholics for Hypothesis 4 (N=191).
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Figure 9. Interaction of workaholic tendencies and impulsive behaviors on burnout (N=375).
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Figure 10. Interaction of workaholic tendencies and impulsive behaviors on family
disengagement (N=375).
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Figure 11. Interaction of workaholic tendencies and impulsive behaviors on job satisfaction
(N=375).

95

WORKAHOLISM ADDICTION FRAMEWORK

Figure 12. Interaction of workaholic tendencies and impulsive behaviors on social rewards
(N=375).
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Figure 13. Interaction of workaholic tendencies and impulsive behaviors on extrinsic rewards
(N=375).
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Figure 14. Interaction of workaholic tendencies and impulsive behaviors on intrinsic rewards
(N=375).
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Figure 15. Interaction (non-significant) of workaholic tendencies and impulsive behaviors on
relationship satisfaction (N=375).

99

WORKAHOLISM ADDICTION FRAMEWORK

100

Figure 16. Interaction (non-significant) of workaholic tendencies and impulsive behaviors on job
performance (N=375).
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Appendix A
Table A1.
Open-ended questions for Pilot Study 1
Concept to be examined
Other’s Opinions

Engagement in Overwork

Psychological Rewards
Received

Item (if applicable)

Corresponding open-ended
questions
How often do you worry
Why is your social standing
about how others perceive important to you? Briefly
you in a social setting? (1- explain how the perceptions
never to 5-always)
others have of you affects your
behaviors.
How often are you
How do you maintain your
worried about maintaining image? (This can include
a certain social image? (1- physical items or engagement in
never to 5-always)
certain activities).
Do you ever feel proud
If yes, please briefly describe a
when you work long
time you felt proud after
hours? (Yes/No)
working long hours and why.
Do you ever feel like you If yes, please briefly describe a
have to compete with
time you felt like you had to
others for “most hours
compete and why.
worked?”
Do you ever boast about
If yes, describe who you were
the amount of time you
talking to and what you were
spend working? (Yes/No) boasting about? Reflect on why
you felt the need to boast about
how much time you spend
working.
N/A
How do you feel when you
receive a compliment about your
work?
How do you feel when you gain
recognition from others as being
“successful”?
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Table A2.
Open-ended questions for Pilot Study 2
BWAS Items
Thought of how you could free up more time
to work?
Spent much more time working than initially
intended?

Worked in order to reduce feelings of guilt,
anxiety, helplessness and depression?

Been told by others to cut down on work
without listening to them?

Become stressed if you have been prohibited
from working?

Deprioritized hobbies, leisure activities, and
exercise because of your work?
Worked so much that it has negatively
influenced your health?

Corresponding open-ended questions
Why were you thinking about freeing up more
time to work? Describe why you had these
thoughts.
Think of the last time you spent more time
working than initially intended: Describe the
situation you were in and why you spent more
time working than you had intended. How
were you feeling when you were working?
Describe a time in which you worked in order
to reduce negative feelings (including guilt,
anxiety, helplessness, and depression). Of the
feelings listed, which ones were you trying to
reduce and why?
Who told you to work less? Why didn’t you
listen to them when they prompted you to
work less? Do you think their claims were
legitimate?
Describe a time in which you became stressed
when you were prohibited from working.
What kept you from working and why was it
stressful?
Describe why you deprioritized your hobbies,
leisure activities and/or exercise for you work.
What were some of the negative health effects
that you experienced because of how much
you worked?
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Table A3.
Scales for the Primary Study
Workaholism
7-items

1-5 scale

Andreassen, Griffiths, Hetland, & Pallesen,
2012
Below you find seven questions related to your work/job. Answer each of the seven questions
by selecting the one response alternative (ranging from ‘‘never’’ to ‘‘always’’) for each
question that best describes you.
How often during the last month have you…
Thought of how you could free up more time to work?
Salience
Spent much more time working than initially intended?
Tolerance
Worked in order to reduce feelings of guilt, anxiety, helplessness and Mood Modification
depression?
Been told by others to cut down on work without listening to them?
Relapse
Become stressed if you have been prohibited from working?
Withdrawal
Deprioritized hobbies, leisure activities, and exercise because of your Conflict
work?
Worked so much that it has negatively influenced your health?
Problems
External Pressures
Financial Pressures: Inventory of Small Life Events
13-items
0-1
scale (no/yes)
Zautra, Guarnaccia,
1-5 scale (never-daily)
& Dohrenwend, 1986
During the last month
Major Negative Financial Events
Had a major worsening of financial condition
Been pressured to pay bills by stores, creditors, or bill collectors
Fallen behind in paying the rent or mortgage
Been unable to pay for medication or other medical necessities
Been unable to purchase needed food
Had a car, furniture, or some items bought on an installment plan repossessed
During the last month
Stressful Daily Financial Events
Had to pay large bills (e.g., household or auto repairs, medical bills)
Overdrew checking account
Had expensive household repairs
Ran out of money to cover living expenses
Could not help child(ren) or other family members with finances
Conflict with creditors (demanding phone calls or letters)
Lost money gambling
Structural Pressures: Job Insecurity
4-items
1-5 scale
De Witte, 2000
Chances are, I will soon lose my job
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I am sure I can keep my job
I feel insecure about the future of my job
I think I might lose my job in the near future
Social Pressures: Work Overload Pressures
3-items
1-7 scale
Young & Barnes-Farrell, 2013
At my job...
I feel pressured to work excessively
My coworkers would think less of me if I worked less than they did
The culture of my organization is centered around working excessively
Social Pressures: Social Status Pressures
3-items
1-7 scale
I feel pressured to keep up a certain social image with my friends or community.
I adjust my behavior to “fit in” socially.
I adjust my behaviors so others will have a favorable impression of me.
Barratt Impulsivity Scale
22-items
1-4 scale (rarely-always)
Barratt, 1994
Read each statement and mark appropriate response. Do not spend too much time on any
statement. Answer quickly and honestly.
I do things without thinking
I make up my mind quickly
I am happy-go-lucky
I “act” on impulse
I act on the spur of the moment
I buy thing on impulse
I spend or charge more than I earn
I change jobs
I change residences
I can think only about one thing at a time
I am future oriented
I plan tasks carefully
I plan trips well ahead of time
I am self-controlled
I am a careful thinker
I plan for job security
I say things without thinking
I save regularly
I like to think about complex problems
I am easily bored when solving thought problems
I am more interested in the present than the future
I like puzzles
Outcomes
Family Disengagement
3-items
1-7 scale
When I am with my family…

Young & Barnes-Farrell, 2014
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I have a hard time forgetting about work
I often think about work
I am easily distracted by work
Job Performance
3-items

1-5 scale (1=poor, 2=below average,
3=average, 4=above average, 5=excellent)
What does your supervisor (i.e., not you) think of …
…the quality of your work?
…your work efficiency?
…your overall work performance
Job Satisfaction
1-item
1-7 scale
All in all, I am satisfied with my job.

Farh, Dobbins, &
Cheng, 1991

Cammann, Fichman, Jenkins, & Klesh, 1983

Oldenburg Burnout Inventory
4-items
1-5 scale

Demerouti, Bakker, Vardakou, & Kantas,
2003
Please rate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following
statements about your job.
Over time, I have felt more connected to my work.*
After work, I usually have enough energy for leisure activities.*
I can stand the pressure of my work.*
I cannot imagine another occupation for myself.*
Relationship Satisfaction
1-item
1-5 scale (low to high)
In general, how satisfied are you with your relationship?
Depression
8-items

Hendrick, 1988

0-3 scale (0=rarely or none of the time; less
Turvey, Wallace, &
than 1 day per week. 1=some or a little of the Herzog,1999
time; 1-2 days per week. 2=occasionally or a
moderate amount of time; 3-4 days per week.
3=all of the time; 5-7 days per week)
Below is a list of some of the ways you may have felt. Please indicate how often you have
felt this way during the past week.
I felt sad.
I enjoyed life.*
I felt depressed.
I felt that everything I did was an effort.
My sleep was restless.
I felt happy.*
I felt lonely.
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I could not “get going”.
Obsessive-Compulsive Personality Traits
18-items
0-4 scale (0=not at all; 1=a little;
Foa et al., 2002
2=moderately; 3=a lot; 4=extremely)
Please select how much each experience has distressed or bothered you during the past
month.
I have saved up so many things that they get in the way.
I check things more often than necessary.
I get upset if objects are not arranged properly.
I feel compelled to count while I am doing things.
I find it difficult to touch an object when I know it has been touched by strangers or certain
people.
I find it difficult to control my own thoughts.
I collect things I don’t need.
I repeatedly check doors, windows, drawers, etc.
I get upset if others change the way I have arranged things.
I feel I have to repeat certain numbers.
I sometimes have to wash or clean myself simply because I feel contaminated.
I am upset by unpleasant thoughts that come into my mind against my will.
I avoid throwing things away because I am afraid I might need them later.
I repeatedly check gas and water taps and light switches after turning them off.
I need things to be arranged in a particular order.
I feel that there are good and bad numbers.
I wash my hands more often and longer than necessary.
I frequently get nasty thoughts and have difficulty in getting rid of them.
Rewards (Please indicate how often you receive the following rewards for working long
hours) 1- 5 (never to daily)
Social Rewards (recognition, status, tangible objects)
I receive social recognition for my accomplishments.
I receive tangible objects (e.g., new car, status-related items)
I am seen as successful by others.
My social status increases.
I feel appreciated by others.
Extrinsic (monetary, recognition, promotion) Rewards
I receive recognition from coworkers, supervisors, or society.
I receive monetary compensation.
I receive promotion(s).
Intrinsic Rewards (feelings of accomplishment, meeting personal goals,
psychological/physical outcomes)
I have feelings of accomplishment and pride.
I feel like I have met my personal goals.
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I feel energized.
I feel happy.
I feel less anxious.
Trait Anxiety Inventory (short form)
6-items
1-4 scale (not at allvery much so)
I feel calm
I am tense
I feel upset
I am relaxed
I feel content
I am worried

Tluczek, Henriques, & Brown, 2009
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Appendix B
Table B1.
CFA Results and Fit Indices for Establishment Measures at Time 1
Measure

% variance

χ2

CFI

TLI

RMSEA

explained
Workaholism

60%

χ2(14)=177.96, p<.05

.95

.90

.11 (.09-.12)

Impulsive

45%

χ2(209)=5675.42

.56

.47

.16 (.16-.17)

Behaviors

p<.05

(2 factors)
68%

χ2(0)=0

1.00

--

--

Job Insecurity

73%

χ2(2)=13.87, p<.05

.99

.97

.08 (.04-.12)

Major Financial

46%

χ2(9)=73.39, p<.05

.95

.88

.09 (.07-.10)

56%

χ2(14)=316.84, p<.05

.90

.80

.15 (.13-.16)

Burnout

51%

χ2(2)=82.49, p<.05

.88

.34

.20 (.17-.24)

Family

87%

χ2(0)=0

1.00

--

--

Job Performance

85%

χ2(0)=0

1.00

--

--

OCPT

76%

χ2(120)=708.04, p<.05

.95

.93

.07 (.07-.08)

Work Overload
Pressures

Pressures
Daily Financial
Pressures

Disengagement

(6 factors)
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Depression

71%

χ2(20)=760.01, p<.05

.84

.72

.19 (.18-.20)

Anxiety

80%

χ2(9)=670.64, p<.05

.82

.58

.27 (.25-.29)
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Appendix C1
Hypothesis Testing Using Alternate Measure of Workaholism for Hypotheses 2-6
Table C1.
Estimates, Standard Error, and Critical Ratios for Latent Growth Curve Model for Alternative
Hypothesis 2
Path
Estimate
Workaholism → Intercept
4.20*
Workaholism → Slope
-.79*
Note. * indicates p-values less than .05.

S.E.
.39
.26

Critical Ratio
10.72
-3.09

1. Appendix C presents detailed results for hypotheses that include the measure of
workaholism. For Hypotheses 2 and 4, the alternate analyses use the continuous
measurement of workaholism. For Hypotheses 3, 5, and 6, the alternate analyses use the
dichotomous measurement of workaholism.
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Table C2.
Unstandardized Betas, Standard Errors, t Values, and R2 Values for Regression Analyses for
Alternative Hypothesis 3
Variable
B
S.E.
t
Model 1
Workaholism
.21*
1.28
5.05
Model 2
Workaholism
.16*
1.37
3.45
Major Financial
-.08
.41
-1.32
Pressures
Daily Financial
.07
1.21
1.24
Pressures
Job Insecurity
-.10*
.59
-2.25
Work Overload
.28*
.39
5.24
Pressures
Social Status
-.09
.34
-1.88
Pressures
Note. Outcome is hours worked at Time 2. * indicates p values less than .05.

R2
.05
-.10
-------
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Table C3.
Estimates, Standard Error, and Critical Ratios for Latent Growth Curve Model for Alternative
Hypothesis 4
Path
Estimate
Impulsive Behaviors → Intercept -4.79*
Impulsive Behaviors → Slope
.81
Workaholism → Intercept
4.70*
Workaholism → Slope
-.88*
Note. * indicates p-values less than .05.

S.E.
.91
.60
.40
.26

Critical Ratio
-5.30
1.36
11.82
-3.34
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Table C4.
Standardized Betas, Standard Error, t Values, and R2 Values for Moderation Analysis for
Alternative Hypothesis 5
Path
Workaholism at Time 1→ Hours at Time 2
Impulsive Behaviors at Time 1 → Hours at Time 2
Interaction (Workaholism * Impulsive Behaviors)
→ Hours at Time 2
Note. * indicated p-values less than .05

β
6.52*
-2.59*
2.32

S.E.
1.28
1.27
3.11

t
5.10
-2.04
.75

R2
--.05
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Table C5.
Standardized Direct and Indirect Betas, Standard Error, and R2 Values for Mediated Moderation
Analysis for Alternative Hypothesis 6
Path
Burnout
Workaholism → BO
Hours → BO
Impulsive Behaviors → BO
Interaction (Workaholism * Impulsive
Behaviors) → FD
Family Disengagement
Workaholism → FD
Hours → FD
Impulsive Behaviors → FD
Interaction (Workaholism * Impulsive
Behaviors) → FD
Job Satisfaction
Workaholism → JS
Hours → JS
Impulsive Behaviors → JS
Interaction (Workaholism * Impulsive
Behaviors) → JS
Job Performance
Workaholism → JP
Hours → JP
Impulsive Behaviors → JP
Interaction (Workaholism * Impulsive
Behaviors) → JP
Relationship Satisfaction
Workaholism → RS
Hours → RS
Impulsive Behaviors → RS
Interaction (Workaholism * Impulsive
Behaviors) → RS
Social Rewards
Workaholism → SR
Hours → SR
Impulsive Behaviors → SR
Interaction (Workaholism * Impulsive
Behaviors) → SR
Extrinsic Rewards
Workaholism → ER

β

S.E.

Indirect β

R2

1.62*
-.01
.59*
-.73*

.52
.01
.12
.26

.53
---.01

.07
-----

2.16*
--.21*

.24
-----

4.29*
.04*
1.08*
-1.42*

1.01
.01
.24
.52

-2.68*
-.01
-.93*
1.24*

1.15
.01
.27
.58

-.81*
---.01

.04
-----

-.90
.01
-.70*
.51*

.46
.01
.11
.24

.26
--.03

.11
-----

.22*
--.02

.09
-----

-1.46*
.01
-.80*
.48

.72
.01
.17
.37

-1.41*
.01
-.47*
.74*

.54
.01
.13
.28

-.29
--.03

.04
-----

-.60

.50

.18

.01
--
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Hours → ER
Impulsive Behaviors → ER
Interaction (Workaholism * Impulsive
Behaviors) → ER
Intrinsic Rewards
Workaholism → IR
Hours → IR
Impulsive Behaviors → IR
Interaction (Workaholism * Impulsive
Behaviors) → IR
Note. * indicates p-values less than .05
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.01
-.19
.34

.01
.12
.26

--.02

----

-1.18
.01
-1.05*
.41

.73
.01
.17
.37

.56*
--.05

.12
-----
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Figure C1. Latent growth curve estimates for continuous workaholism predicting variability in
hours worked over time.
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Figure C2. Latent growth curve estimates for impulsive behaviors and workaholism predicting
variability in hours worked over time.
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Figure C3. Interaction of workaholism and impulsive behaviors on burnout (N=375).
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Figure C4. Interaction of workaholism and impulsive behaviors on family disengagement
(N=375).
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Figure C5. Interaction of workaholism and impulsive behaviors on job satisfaction (N=375).
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Figure C6. Interaction of workaholism and impulsive behaviors on job performance (N=375).
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Figure C7. Interaction (non-significant) of workaholism and impulsive behaviors on relationship
satisfaction (N=375).
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Figure C8. Interaction of workaholism and impulsive behaviors on social rewards (N=375).
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Figure C9. Interaction (non-significant) of workaholic tendencies and impulsive behaviors on
extrinsic rewards (N=375).
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Figure C10. Interaction (non-significant) of workaholic tendencies and impulsive behaviors on
intrinsic rewards (N=375).

